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N 1819 the famous Hellenist, Karl Benedikt (Charles-Benoit) Hase published 

an annotated edition of Leo Diaconus.! Since that historian dwelt at 

length on the wars waged between the Russes, the Bulgarians, and the 
Byzantines in the seventies of the tenth century, it appeared natural that the 
edition should have been dedicated to Count Nicholas Rumjancev, chancellor 
of the Russian Empire. In his notes to Leo, Hase,? a keeper of Greek manu- 
scripts at what was then the Bibliotheque Royale of Paris, made frequent use 
of unpublished texts. Some of these texts were part of the permanent holdings 
of the Paris Library; some had come there from abroad during the Revolution- 
ary and Napoleonic Wars and remained under Hase’s jurisdiction only tempo- 
rarily, since they were returned to their original homes by 1815. 

At one point in his narrative, Leo Diaconus mentions the taking of Kherson 
in the Crimea by Prince Vladimir in 989, and this gave Hase the opportunity to 
print three previously unpublished, and unknown, Greek fragments which, in 
his opinion, had a bearing upon that event. The first Fragment related how a 
party headed by its narrator crossed the frozen Dnieper and traveled through 
the steppe in the midst of a winter snowstorm; the second dealt with an attack 
launched at the approach of winter by some barbarians upon the area (or, rather, 
town) ruled by the narrator which was called Klimata; the third Fragment 


1 Leonts Diacont Caloénsis Historia, scriptoresque alii ad res Byzantinas pertinentes... E Bibliotheca 
Regia nunc primum. ..edidit...et notis illustravit Carolus Benedictus Hase... { = Corpus Byzantinae 
Historiae, 34] (Paris, 1819). This edition was reprinted, with some omissions, as Part XI of the Bonn 
Corpus in 1828. On both editions, cf. N. M. Panagiotakes (Panayotakis), Agwv 6 Aiéxovos, A’ T& Bio- 
ypapixe, B’ Xeipoypapa Kal xSdoeis (1965) (the same work appears also in ’Etetnpis ‘Etaipelas Bulavrivésy 
Zrrovdév, 34 [1965]), 111-26. Professor Panayotakis has prepared a new edition of Leo Diaconus, and 
I drew upon his results and used his suggestions on several occasions in this paper. 

* For a recent appreciation of Hase (May 11, 1780 — March 21, 1864), with good bibliography, cf. 
A. Kollautz, ‘‘ Jacob Philipp Fallmerayers Briefwechsel mit Karl Benedikt Hase und Oerstedt iiber die 
Geschichte des Kaisertums von Trapezunt,” Siidostforschungen, 18 (1959), 281-350, esp. 281-99. Among 
other works, cf. H. Rassow, ‘‘Zur Erinnerung an Car] Benedikt Hase,’’ Weimarische Beitrdge zur Lit- 
evatur und Kunst... (Weimar, 1865), 145-54; Ch. M. W. Brunet de Presle, ‘‘M. Hase, et les savants 
grecs émigrés 4 Paris sous le premier empire et sous la restauration,’”’ Revue des cours littéraires de la 
France et de l’etvanger, 2,20 (April 15, 1865), 317-26, translated, with some omissions and additions, 
in M. P. Bretos (Vretos), ed., ’ESvixov “Huepoddyiov Tot. . .étous 1867, 206-31; A. R. Rhangabe, ‘' ‘Hye- 
poddytov tot ‘EAAnviotot ‘Aciou (Hase),’’ in M. P. Bretos (Vretos), ed., 7E9vixdv “Huepoadyiov to. . .étous 
1868, 72-83, esp. 72-75; M. Guigniaut, ‘‘Notice historique sur la vie et les travaux de Charles-Benoist 
Hase,’’ Mémoires de I’ Institut National de France, Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres, 27 (1877), 
247-73; O. Heine, ed., Briefe von der Wanderung und aus Paris (Leipzig, 1894) [ = substantially the 
same author’s “‘Eine Wanderung nach Paris (1801),’’ Deutsche Rundschau, 25 (1880), 145~55, 287-304, 
and “Aus der Zeit des Consulats,” Deutsche Rundschau, 29 (1881), 124-35, 424-37]; K. A. von Hase, 
Unsre Hauschronik. Geschichte der Familie Hase in vier Jahrhunderten (Leipzig, 1898), esp. 77-111, 
335-36 (with unpublished letters from the family archives); Ch. Joret, D’Ansse de Villoison et ’hellénis- 
me en France pendant le dernier tiers du XVIIIe siécle | = Bibliotheque de l’Ecole des Hautes Etudes, 182] 
(1910), esp. 422-24, 514; C. Pitollet, ‘‘Le Péve Hase.”’ Histoive de la venue en France de Vallemand qui 
vefusa Anatole France au baccalauréat (Brussels, 1922); J. Kalitsunakis, “?’ ABaudvtios Kopatis kal K. B. 
Hase,”’ Toaktixe tis "AkaSnulas ASnvav, 8 (1933), 49-69; S. B. Kougeas, ‘‘‘O Hase eis tiv ‘EAAdSa,” 
Néa “Eotia, 14 (1933), 530-33. The manuscript Paris Nouvelles acquisitions frangaises 6480, fols. 58°-62¥, 
contains the following five obituaries of Hase: Le courrier du dimanche, March 27, 1864; Journal général 
de l’instruction publique, March 30, 1864; Le moniteur universel, April 1, 1864; Betlage zu der Allgemeinen 
Zeitung, April 1, 1864; Beilagen zu der Allgemeinen Zeitung, April 5 and 6, 1864. 


118 


IHOR SEVCENKO 


reported the success of the narrator in repulsing that attack and spoke of an 
assembly composed of his (non-Greek ?) allies, of the narrator’s journey to a 
ruler holding sway to the north of the Danube, and of that ruler’s investing the 
narrator once more with the government of the Klimata. 
As the contents of the three Fragments are difficult to render in a concise 
form, the reader is offered a facsimile of their full text as it appeared in the 
editio princeps of 1819;3 the text is followed by my own English translation. 
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ans Xepowves aAwow | Hac est illa Chersonis a Wladimiro Magno occupatio, quam 
Nestor Annal. 105. B. version. Scher. a. Christi 988 accidisse auctor est. Ad illustran- 
das res temporum illorum pertinent fortasse epistolene dicam an commentarii frag- 
menta, servata in Cod. sec. Xx exeuntis, 9. Basilii, Phalaridis , S. Gregorii Nazianzeni 
epistolas varias continente. In hoc igitur Codice, qui fuit Bibliothece Regiz, possessor, 
qui et legationem circa Danaprim (vide infra 254. D.) obivit, et oppido pratuit (257. 
D), litteris minutis perplexisque admodum , nec multo quam Cod. ipse recentioribus 
folia duo vacua illevit, multis verbis mutatis, inductis, superscriptis, ut dubitare non 
queas, eum hunc Cod., ut est exiguz molis, in expeditionibus secum portasse, 
pagellisque ejus vacuis ad epistolas commentariosque meditandos esse usum. Dabo 


fragmenta quo ordine sunt in Cod. : 


tanetsi legationem, de qua statim, non nisi 


post bellum (vide alterum fragmentum 256. D.) accidisse facile dicas. Prius sic 
incipit imperfecte, de Danapris trajectu, glacierum fragmentis fintres transmittentium 


infestantis : 

a Suoxepes XLTNIAT, “KIT pan WAEiows 
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Epistola 
Greci cujus- 
dam, sac. XI. 

circa 


* Codex, 


* Codex, 
swEDUMArES. 


. difficulter applicabant [lintres], ta- 
mietsi unaquxque earum non ultra ternos 
homines caperet : adeo erant mirabiliter 
exiles. Quanquam ne sic quidem focum 
invenire poterant in fluctu, multis ea- 
rum duobus maximis glaciei frustis col- 
lisis atque contritis : quod quoties acci- 
debat, exilientes e lintre qui inerant, in 
glacie considebant, ac velut super one- 
raria navi vehebantur. Alize lintres vel D 
hauriebantur fluctibus : tam infestum 
tunc se declarabat Danapris. Nos vero 
ibi wzgre diuque exspectavimus, velut 
succensentes flumini, quod non esset 
glaciatum. Nec multos dies post, erat 
aqua tum undique gelu constricta, tum 
mirifice firma : ut pedites equitesque 
intrepide per fluxum commearent, cer- 
taminaque tanquam in campis strenue 
ederent. Ita quasi przstigiatorem ali- 
quem se Danapris prebebat, prius vio- 
lenter ac szve elatus, et prope dicam 
aspicientibus universis terrorem inji- 
ciens: mirumque eundem brevi tempore 
submissum fractumque adeo videri, ut 


Pag. 108. C. 


3 In subsequent notes, the Fragments will be cited by the page of the Paris edition, reproduced here 


in facsimile. 
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illuderent et conculcarent omnes quasi 
subterraneum factum, et in Jatibulum 
aliquod a se ipso absconditum. Neque 
enim tantum aquas manantes referebant 
fluenta, quantum montes asperos et pe- 
trosos ostendebant. Et subter fluens li- 
quor quanam in re aqua vel par vel similis 
poterat videri? 


IT. Ita meestitia nostra in hifaritatem 
conversa est : complosis manibus proxime 
accessimus, per equor equitantes. Trans- 
yressi nullo negotio cum in vicum Bo- 
rion venissemus, ad corpus reficiendum 
jumentaque curanda nos convertimus, 
que ipsa ex majori parte aut erant inva- 
lida, aut defecerant. Confectis ibi diebus 
aliquot necessariis ad vires reparandas, 
accingebamus nos Maurocastrum  pro- 
fecturi. Sed jam paratis rebus omnibus, 
cum nihil aliud obstaret, ipsa media 
nocte (quanquam maturius profectum 
oportebat), flante tunc aquilone gravis- 
simo, hieme omnium szvissima se pre- 
cipitante , ut facile crederes, impervia 
esse itinera, nec obdurare sub dio ullum, 
propeque fieri non posse, ut qui tecto 
non servaretur jnteritum efugeret, tunc, 
inquam, formidine commoti subsistere ibi- 
dem nosque coutinere statuimus. Cujus 
consilii auctor apud sodales eyo exstiti: 
non esse ullo modo domibus exeundum, 
nedum abnoctandum inde : quod prin- 
ceps sidus (Saturnum vocamus) jam ad 
vesperum in conspectum se dabat, inque 
similitudinem naturw ejus immutabatur 
aér. Transibat enim tunc Saturnus circa 
initia aquarii, sole brumalia signa per- 
meante. Quare tempestas, ubi semel oc- 
cocperat, ad majorem semper sxvitiam 
progressa est, ut que prius terrifica nobis 
visa fuerant, cum subsequentibus collata 
ludus prorsus viderentur : tam luculenter 
se hiems quoquoversum diffuderat. [bi 
diebus compluribus confectis, vix tan- 
demque cogitatio aliqua domum redeundi 
subiit animum, aére quoque sereniore se 
representante. 


II]. Itaque egressi sumus, ab incolis 
splendide stipati : omnes me manibus 
complosis approbant, me tanquam neces- 
sarium unusquisque suum respicit, mihi 
maxima precatur. Hoc die stadia Lxx, 
neque illa inteyra, emensi sumus, idque 
pregressis ante nos aliis, qui maximam 
vim nivis jam dimoverant. Postridie ejus 
diei statim a principio difficillime pro- 
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grediebamur, tanquam in pelago contra 
nivem luctantes. Nulla terra hic videba- 
tur esse, neque nix usitata : equi ad col- 
Jum usque non apparebant : jumenta, 
quamvis extremo agmine subsequentia, 
interibant, multaque ibi relinquebantur. 
Etenim dicebatur nix cubitorum tv alti- 
tudine, eratque difficillima transitu. Ita 
multi ex comitibus domum se contule- 
runt, quod calamitatem vim humanam 
superare arbitrabantur, Atque erat pro- 
fecto insueta xrumna, miseriis undique 
fere ingruentibus : infra tam alta et spissa 
nix, superne flantes venti inclementis- 
simi. Neque ulla sperari poterat malorum 
intercapedo, nec unde quis meliorem 
statum assequeretur (omnia inutilia et 
infructuosa esse his in malis apparebat), 
nulla erat facultas ignes accendendi, nec 
requiescere vel minimum spatium per- 
mittebat nobis nix. 


IV. Accedebant noctu scuta pro cubili- 
bus: hac pro omnibus habebamus, et pro 
stragulis et pro opertoriis splendidissimis. 
In illis enim corpus ad ignem, nec illum 
splendidum , refocillabamus. Somnum 
visa per quietem occurrentia, quasi timen- 
tem illa quoque, universum fugaverant. 
Neque quisquam magis quam alius ad 
erumnas obduruerat: omnes erant ut in 
communi calamitate xque et animo et 
corpore afflicti. Alius beatos predicabat 
mortuos, ut jam sensu doloribusque libe- 
ratos : lamentabatur alius posteros, quibus 
miseriis oppressi illi quoque vita essent 
defuncturi. Item {abori succubuerant ex- 
ploratores nostri, vi mali victi, nec per 
nivem incerto gradu errantes progredi 
poterant. Omnium autem acerbissimum 
erat, quod per regionem hosticam iter 
faciebamus, neque inde erant res nostrz 
periculo vacuz, sed pariter hiemis hos- 
tiumque violentia timebayir. 


Hic imperfecte desinit fragmentum prius. Sequitur post quadraginta circiter folia 
alterum, eadem intricatissima manu, quod, ut est loco in Cod. posterius, ita prece- 
denti subjungo : tametsi fortasse ad tempus antecedens pertinet. Gens, cui dux ile, 
quisquis est, oppidum sibi commissum tradiderit , que sit, viderint docti, temporum 
partiumque illarum cognitionem cum prudenti judicio ‘conjungentes. Rem in Chersoneso 
Taurica geri declarat mentio Clematum 258. B. facta : scriptura est ligata, quam 
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Omnino enim tunc barbaris bellum 
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A oportet, recessimus ab illis metu, ne ipsi 
priores ab iis opprimeremur, statuimus- 
que lis quantum possemus repuynare. 
Eque enim universos diripiebant inhu- 
manissime et pessundabant, ut quedam 
bellu in omnes impetum facientes. 
Nulla his inerat vel erga conjunctissimos 
continentia, nec ratione ulla aut justi 
discrimine in patranda cede volebant 
uti: sed Mysorum pradam, quod aiunt, 
ipsorum regionem reddere malo ac per- 
nicioso consilio meditabantur. Evanue- 
rat superior eorum zxquitas et justitia : 
quas prxcipue colentes tropxa antehac 

B maxima statuerant, adeo ut civitates ‘et 
gentes ultro accederent illis. Gliscebant 
nunc, que velut e perpendiculo (quem- 
admodum aiunt)a virtutibus illis distant, 
injustitia et intemperantia adversus sub- 
ditos : neque ornare et ex re ipsarum 
adninistrare civitates dedititias, sed re- 
digere in servitutem et exscindere con- 
stituerant. Conquerentes de dominis 
incolz, seque nihil mali commisisse 
liquido demonstrantes , nihil amplius 
proficiebant, quam ut morte non aftice- 
rentur. Vis nimiruim tanta malorum in- 
gruerat, ut res humane quasi ruina aut 

C voragine aliqua inopinata ac fatali per- 
culse obruteque horrendum in modum 
viderentur. Erant exinanita hominibus 
oppida plus x, pagi plane deserti non 
minus quingentis : vicinitates denique et 
confinia nostra’ velut tempestate obrue- 
bantur: incolw innocentes, pactis juratis 
traditi, manibus obtruncabantur gladiis- 
que hostilibus. 


II. Ejusmodi pestem, generatim om- 
nes misere conculcantem, cum aliquam- 
diu per infelices conterminos nostros 
obambulasset, postremo ad presidium 
meum quoque fortuna infesta addusit. 
Quam quia jam antehac eram veritus, 
in magna cura versabar, ne accideret 
improviso, nec fatente impetu continuo 
res nostras everteret. Deinde, ubi per- 
spicuum aderat periculum, omnesque 
palam fatebantur, ‘in discrimen nos vite 
venisse, ego tunc quidem perniciem 
quam aptissime poteram repuli, quamvis 
in extremum pane periculum adductus. 
Verum inde abruptis commerciis bellum 
inter nos et barbaros ortum est, in quo 
neque communicabant amplius nobis- 
cum (tametsi sexcenties de compositione 
ad illos mittebam), nec sine przliis mu- 
tuis res gesta est. Ita belluin continuo 
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exarsit, impendebatque hiems : non 
multum enim a.. sol aberat. Sed barbari, 
comparato amplo exercitu, cum equiti- 
bus militibusque in regionem nostram 
irruperunt, nos momento expugnatum 
iri rati, cum ob murorum infirmitatem, 
tum ob trepidationem nostram. Neque 
erat absonuin eos hoc sperare, quod in 
diruto oppido commorabamur, mayisque 
ex vico, ut ita dicam, quam ex urbe 
eruptiones faciebamus. Vastata enim 
prius fuerat ab ipsis barbaris regio, et 
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Tdque propere et instauratum fuerat, et 
fossa circummunitum: unaque cum his* 
bellum quoque incepit. Divisum erat per 
cognationes castellum, resque pretiosio- 
res in eo deposite : minus necessaria extra 
per reliquum oppidi ambitum erant col- 
focata. Habitabatur enim tunc urbs jam 
tota : castellum autem preparatum fue-~ 
rat, ut in magno periculo nobis saluti 
esset. At barbari tunc, multis suorum 
amissis, cum ignominia noctu recesserunt, 
servato diluculo : primo mane ego pralii 
cupidus copias contra edusi, Erant mihi 
tunc equites paulo plures quam centum, 
funditores et sagittarii supra cc. Barbari 
cum nusquain apparerent, que apta huic 
tempori essent a me adornata sunt, mu- 
rus vetus erectus, edocti mei, quomodo 
recte se instruerent ad bellum. Eos au- 


_tem qui ditionis nostra erant, nunciis 


cursim missis accersivi, de rerum sumina 
in consilium ire volens. Undique cum 
advenissent, concione optimatum coacta, 
quos tunc ego sermones habuerim, qui 
domini potius essent expetendi, ad quos 
venire quamque commoditatem conari 
oporteret ab illis percipere, quid denique 
faciendum esset, et cwtera universa tunc 
ame dicta, qu ipse quoque reliquis om- 
nibus prastabiliora duxissem, fongum 
esset singula ordine dicere velle. Illi, seu 
quod nunquam benevolentie Imperato- 
rie fructum ullum cepissent, seu quod, 
Gruwcanicam vite rationem parum curan- 
tes, instituta ad arbitrium ipsorum facta 
maxime ‘requirerent, sive quod regi ad 
septentrionem Istri dominanti contermi- 


A 


D 


TOPARCHA GOTHICUS 


IN LEONIS DIACONI LIB. X. 


A nantes, preterquam quod ille exercitu 
magno valeret vique bellica efferret sese, 
ab illius vite ratione propriis moribus non 
differrent : idcirco statuerunt pacisci cum 
illis seque dedere, me autem negotium 
perficere publicitus omnes decreverunt. 
lta profectus sum ad servandas fortunas 
nostras, eumgue talem deprehendi,, qua- 
lem desiderare quis maxime posset. At- 
que ita, ubi colloquio brevi, ut poteram, 
totum negotium transegeram cum eo, 
ille rem majorem, plus quam ullam, re- 
putans, mihi Clematum imperium iterum 
volens lubensque omne tradidit , addidit- 
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Clematenses 
ultro 
se dedunt. 


® Sic Cod. 


B que etiam prefecturam totam, et ex ipsius 
regione reditus annuos idoneos largitus 
est. 


Desinit hic preclarum illud plenumque rerum novarum fragmentum : quod si com- 
mentatio scriptiove, unde manat, integra xtatem tulisset, nz tunc haud paulo plus, 
quam nunc, sciremus de historia Chersonesi Taurice in tenebris, ut ita dicam, jacente 
ab a..950, circa quem Constantinus Porphyrogeneta scripsit, usque ad colonias 
Genuensium in hos tractus sac. xt. deductas. Speremus certe, excussis per alias 
bibliothecas codd. Grecis medii xvi, Jucem novam huic quoque historix parti oblatum 
iri : idque ut confidamus fore faciunt II]. Comitis Nicolai de RoMANZoFF magnificentia, 
liberalisque ac generosus animus, quo incitatus cum reliquas disciplinas omnes fovet, 
tum maxime historiam patrie locupletari cupit et ornari. 


Translation 


FRAGMENT 1 
[Leo Diaconus, pp. 254C—256D, Paris ed., = pp. 496-498, Bonn] 


.. .they [i.e., the boats] would land (xathyeto; float down ?) with difficulty, 
although each of them held only three men; of so flimsy <a construction > 
were they. But even they found no place (?) in the current, for many of them 
would be crushed between two huge floes and would threaten to collapse; and 
whenever this happened, those in the boat would jump out of it, sit on the floe, 
and float on it as if on a towed boat (é9’ éAxdSo0s). And some of the boats did 
break down and sink, so violent happened to be the Dnieper’s anger. And we 
waited there, very distressed (? xaAettwtepov), for quite a long time, and we were 
angry at the river, as it were, because it would not freeze over. And a few days 
later the water froze over everywhere (Gtravtayij) and was mighty firm, so that 
one could fearlessly walk on foot and ride on horseback through (on top of ?) the 
current (kat& Tov feUyartos), and contend in games in a manly fashion as if <one 
were> on a plain. And the Dnieper appeared as a sorcerer of sorts, at first 
rising (? aiwpovpevos) in heavy anger and instilling fear into almost everyone 
beholding it; but soon thereafter, it relented somewhat and was so much mel- 
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lowed that it <permitted> everyone to make fun of it and to trample upon it; 
it appeared to be subterranean, as it were, and to have settled down in some 
hole. For its flow did not resemble running waters, but rather hard and rocky 
mountains. For in what respect was that which flowed underneath (16 xata- 
pepdyevov éxeivo; rushed down ?) identical with or resembling water ? 

Hence our despondency turned into rejoicing and, after having burst out in 
great applause, we approached it (? trpooievev), having ridden over the surface 
of the sea. We crossed it without hindrance, and, having arrived at the village 
of Borion, we turned to food and drink and took care of our horses, which, too, 
were in great want (? *ropnuéveov) and fatigued. We spent there as many days as 
were necessary to regain strength, and we were anxious (fmeryoue9a; hastened ?) 
to move on to Maurokastron. But as we were ready <to break up> and no 
obstacle remained, around midnight (for it was appropriate that we should 
start our journey rather early) a northern wind started to blow with great 
violence, and such a heavy storm broke out that the roads were considered 
impassable and no one <was given a chance> to survive outdoors. <Conse- 
quently,> we were seized with fear and decided to make a halt and to wait 
quietly on the spot. I told my companions (ovocito1s) not to leave their houses 
under any circumstances or to sleep out, for the first of the stars was in its 
vespertine phase and the surrounding air (tot Tepiéxovtos)—it was called Saturn 
—was turning to be like it. <This star> happened to be moving about the 
beginnings of <the sign of ?> Aquarius, while the sun was traversing the win- 
ter <part of the zodiac? >. The storm, having begun, continued to increase 
in force, and it turned out that what we had previously considered bad <weath- 
er> now appeared to us as mere child’s play in comparison: so completely 
(? Aaumpdéis) did snow spread (extend ?) everywhere. We spent quite a few days 
<there>, and finally and reluctantly (? uddts oyé tote) began to think of a return 
journey to our own homes, especially since the surrounding air had cleared. 

Accordingly, we left, with the natives accompanying us in a splendid 
(? S1agavéss) procession. They all applauded me; each one of them considered 
me a <particular> friend of his and wished me the best of luck. On that day 
(? tote) we covered less than seventy stadia, although other people had gone 
ahead of us and cleared (? éxxpovoopévwv) most of the snow. The next day, 
however, we moved forward with the greatest difficulty from the very begin- 
ning, struggling with the snow as if it were a sea. It seemed that the earth had 
disappeared, and that the snow was of a peculiar nature; the horses <sank 
and> were invisible up to their very necks; and the beasts of burden, although 
they brought up the rear end, were perishing, and many of them remained 
<lying> on the spot. For it was said the snow was four cubits deep, and hardly 
passable. Moreover, many of those who accompanied us left for their homes, 
considering the phenomenon to be beyond human strength. In fact, the distress 
was unusually great (ot Euvtpdpwv), since difficulties beset <us> on all sides: 
down below there was deep and dense snow; up above, heavy winds were 
blowing. We did not expect respite from any direction, nor could we guess 
from where an improvement could come for us (since all <measures> proved 
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to be vain and of no avail in our straits at that time); there was no way we 
could kindle a fire, nor did the snow leave us the smallest (? éxapf) room for 
resting. 

We had shields for beds at night; they were everything at once for us: 
splendid beds and bed-covers (? ém«Aivia). We provided rest for our bodies upon 
them next to a skimpy fire. We lacked both sleep and dreams, the latter having 
fled from us as if they, too, had been seized by fear. No one appeared more 
resistant than his neighbor, but all showed the same <poor> disposition of 
soul and body, the calamity being the same for all. One man blessed the dead, 
for they had been relieved both of preoccupation and trouble; another bewailed 
the survivors (éoxetAlocev xaT& Tév éoouévoov; complained against the future ?), 
<considering > in what misery they were to live (16 Lijv exuetprcovow; die ?). As for 
the scouts (1pdéoxorro1), they, too, succumbed to exhaustion, overcome by the 
magnitude of the evil, and were not able to advance, moving blindly through 
the snow. What was worse, we were advancing through enemy country, and 
for that reason our situation was not without danger; and the evil of the snow 
was equaled by that of the enemy. 


FRAGMENT 2 
[Leo Diaconus, pp. 256D~258B, Paris ed., = pp. 500-502, Bonn] 


To begin with, we decided then to fight the barbarians; or rather, truth to tell, 
we retreated, fearing that they might destroy us first, and resolved to oppose 
them <defensively> according to our possibilities, as they pillaged and de- 
stroyed everyone indiscriminately and most brutally, showing their animal 
impetus against everyone. For they did not spare even the closest <of kin> 
(? olxeiotéroov), nor were they guided by any thought or principle of justice in 
their slaughter; but they applied themselves to turning their own country into 
a ““Mysian wasteland,” as the saying has it. For their former sense of equity 
and justice had turned upside down; and yet it was the observance of these 
very qualities which in the past led them to great victories, and made whole 
cities and peoples submit to them voluntarily. Now, however, the opposite, 
as it were, <occurred> : they acted toward their subjects with injustice which 
was beyond all measure. Instead of taking care of the subject cities and ad- 
ministering them justly and to their advantage, they decided to enslave and 
destroy them. The subject populations complained against their rulers (? oxet- 
Malovtes kaT& TO hyeudveov), and clearly proved that they had committed no 
transgression ; nevertheless, they were not able to escape death. For it seemed 
that an evil impulse (? gop&) came about in such a fashion as to engulf the 
affairs of these people and confound them most dreadfully, as if a most unusual 
and dire accident <had happened> or a gulf <had opened under them>. 
Indeed, more than ten cities were made empty of inhabitants, and not less than 
five hundred villages were laid utterly waste. In short, areas neighboring and 
lying close to us turned out to be devastated as if by a storm, and innocent 
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people, protected by oaths (? tmpoBAnSévtes érr’ duwoia), fell victim to sword- 
holding hands. 

Such a calamity which had destroyed everyone and befell our unhappy 
neighbors, ill fortune did finally bring to the area under my own rule as well; 
I had suspected <its coming>, and had taken great care that it should not 
befall us unexpectedly and cause us harm by its surreptitious and sudden 
<arrival>. When the danger did clearly come, and when it was patently 
recognized by all that our very lives were at stake, I was able to repulse the 
calamity on that particular occasion, using as much judgment as I could, even 
if I exposed myself to well-nigh mortal dangers. From then on, we waged an 
all-out (&«knpuxti) war with the barbarians, during which they held no commerce 
with us (although I offered them truce on numerous occasions); rather, all our 
encounters resulted in armed clashes. And the war started at the very approach 
of winter; for the sun was no <longer> far from.... The barbarians, having 
mustered considerable forces, invaded our territory both with cavalry and with 
foot soldiers, convinced that they would take us over (? tapaArweoSar yds) 
at the very first war cry, on account both of the weakness of the wall and of 
our own cowardice. This was not an unreasonable expectation on their part, 
since we were dwelling in a town razed to the ground and making our sallies 
(tpooBoAds) as if from a village rather than from a town. For prior to this event 
the land had been laid waste and made into a desert by the barbarians, who 
tore the walls down to their very foundations, and I was the first to have 
thought of inhabiting (providing with settlers?) the Klimata. Accordingly, 
as the first task I had a keep built near the town from the available material, 
<considering> that from there (& tovtou; afterwards?) it would be easy to 
settle the remaining part of the town. 


FRAGMENT 3 
[Leo Diaconus, pp. 258B-259A, Paris ed., = pp. 503-504, Bonn] 


And the keep had been very speedily rebuilt and girded with a moat; and at 
the same time as this... the war began. <Our> keep was divided into sections 
according to clans (xat& ovyyeveias), and they deposited their necessaries there; 
what was not indispensable was stored outside, in the remaining area (TepiBoAov; 
within the circuit wall?) of the town. For by then the whole town was inhabit- 
ed, and the keep had been readied to save us in supreme danger. And the bar- 
barians, having suffered heavy losses and having been put to shame, retreated 
with the approach of night, waiting for the dawn (? puAd€avtes 1 trepiopSpov). 
As for me, I led out my troops at sunrise, spoiling for the fight (rroAeunoetaov). At 
that time, I had slightly over a hundred horse at my disposal, and over three 
hundred slingers and archers. As the barbarians were nowhere to be seen, | 
attended to things appropriate for the occasion: I had the old walls reerected 
and drilled my troops in preparing themselves for battle. And I was sending 
couriers to allies (? tmpds tTovs fuiv mpocéxovtas) and summoning them to me in 
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order to hold council (?) about the general situation. They arrived from every 
direction, and a council (éxxAnoia) of notables was held. It would take too much 
space if I wanted to recount in detailed sequence what I said on that occasion: 
which rulers they should adhere to, to which <rulers> they should flock and 
which advantage they should attempt to obtain from them, and what should 
be done, and all the other things which I said at that time and which I value 
exceedingly highly. But they, either because they had never <before> en- 
joyed imperial benevolence and were not attached to the more refined Hellenic 
way of life CEAAnvixwtépev tpdtrov), but rather were acccustomed to a way of life 
of their own, or because they were neighbors of the emperor (BaciAevovta) who 
ruled to the north of the Danube, and who (?) had large troops at his disposal 
and boasted military power, and because they did not differ in their own 
customs from those of those people, decided to conclude with them (ékeivey; 
read éxeivep ?) a treaty of submission, and unanimously voted that I do the same. 
And I set out so that our cause be not lost, and was received by him in the most 
propitious circumstances imaginable. I expounded the whole case to him in 
terms as succinct as possible; he viewed the matter as being of utmost im- 
portance and, right away and very readily, he invested me with the full rule 
over the Klimata, and added a whole satrapy (catparrefav 6Anv) to boot ; moreover, 
he granted me considerable yearly income in his own territory. 


IT 


If we disregard a free Russian translation of the Fragments which appeared 
in 1820,* a mere mention of them as noteworthy made in 1846,5 and a page or 
two, teeming with inexactitudes, devoted to them in 1848 and 1855,6 our text 
remained unexploited until 1862, when the renowned anti-Normanist Gedeonov 
treated it in the fifth section of his Studies on the Varangian Question and assigned 
it to the time of Prince Svjatoslav (d. 972 or 973).7 Since Gedeonov’s study, the 
Hase Fragments have given rise to a considerable volume of scholarly literature, 
an astonishing fact in view of the brevity of the Greek text, which amounts to 
slightly less than five in-folio columns of the Paris edition, or to four full pages of 
the Bonn Corpus. This volume of literature is easier to explain, however, if one 
considers the rarity of narrative sources pertaining to Russia’s earliest history, 


* D. P. Popov, Istorija L’va D’jakona Kalojskogo i drugie socinenija vizantijshix pisatelej (St. Peters- 
burg, 1820), esp. 192-97. Popov’s book, which I was able to inspect in the Lenin Library, is a straight 
translation of Hase’s preface, edition, and (abbreviated) notes, made at the suggestion, and with the 
financial help, of Count Rumjancev; cf., e.g., the Count’s letter to Academician Krug of December 15, 
1819, Lenin Library, Otd. rukopisej, folder R.A. 6.4, letter no. 65. 

° A. Starcevskij, “‘O zaslugax Rumjanceva okazannyx otetestvennoj istorii,”’ Zurnal Ministerstva 
Narodnogo Prosvescenija, 49 (1846), pt. V, 33-34. 

°'V. V. Kéne [ = B. V. von Kéhne], Izsledovanija ob istorii i dreunostjax goroda Xersonisa Tavrices- 
kogo (1848), 220-22 (time: before Vladimir, during the wars waged by John Tzimisces with the Sara- 
cens). It was A. A. Kunik who drew von Kéhne’s attention to the Fragments in 1846. E. Muralt, Essaz 
de chronographie byzantine, I (1855), 569, identified the narrator with the governor of Kherson and 
dated the Fragments to 988. 

* S. Gedeonov, ‘‘Otryvki iz izsledovanij o varjazskom voprose,” I—XII, Zapiski Imp. Akademii 
Nauk, 1 (1862), Appendix no. 3, Sec. V, 66-70. 
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the passion all historians have for the study of origins, and the tantalizing 
promises held out by the Fragments themselves. They allude to a mysterious 
ruler; they speak of two (or three?) kinds of no less mysterious barbarians; 
they contain astronomical indications, and refer to certain place-names, un- 
fortunately few in number, that either are known from other sources, even if it 
is difficult to localize them, or are quite unknown. 

Thus, in the course of the last one hundred and ten years the most prominent 
practitioners of Russian history and Byzantinology have tried their hand at 
unlocking the Fragments’ secret. In the past fifty years, not only several 
Russian scholars, but also their Rumanian, Bulgarian, and Greek colleagues 
have devoted studies to Hase’s discovery ;® and few, if any, shared the philo- 
sophical resignation of the Ukrainian historian HruSevs’kyj, who declared in 
1913 that he would “dwell upon the Fragments no more,”’ in view of their 
“utter obscurity.’’ 

Of obscurity, the Fragments offer a great deal. To begin with, it enwraps the 
identity of the narrator: as late as 1871 he was still called Anonymous. His 
anonymity was not complete, since the epithet Tauricus, given him by Acade- 
mician Kunik, connected him with the Crimea; but in 1874 Kunik went a step 
further, declaring the Anonymous to have been a Byzantine official of Greek, if 
local, origin, and christened him Toparcha Gothicus. Under this name, or that 
of the Greek Toparch, he has been known in learned literature ever since, for 
nobody seems to have taken seriously Uspenskij’s intimation that the narrator 
was none other than the Patrician Petronas, of the Emperor Theophilus’ time.” 
The title Toparch, however, remains arbitrary, as it does not occur in the Frag- 
ments themselves. Moreover, Kunik’s solution was contradictory, since no 
Byzantine official, let alone a Byzantine Greek, was likely to have been called 
a toparch.!? The difficulty was sidestepped by those who considered the narrator 
to have been not a Greek but a Goth writing in Greek, especially since toparchs 
“of Gothia’ in the Crimea are attested in the ninth century. This, again, corre- 
sponded to Hase’s own interpretation, and tied our Gothic official to the 
Crimea.?® 


8 Modern literature dealing with the Fragments of Toparcha Gothicus is given in Appendix I infra, 
where individual titles are quoted in full. In subsequent footnotes, all titles listed in that Appendix 
appear in abbreviated form. | 

® HruSevs’kyj, Istorija... (as in Appendix I [b]), 464 note. 

0 A A. Kunik, ‘‘O zapiske bezymjannogo tavri¢eskogo (Anonymus Tauricus),”’ Otcet o cetyrnad- 
catom prisusdenii nagrad grafa Uvarova 25 sent. 1871 g. (1872), 106-10. For Kunik’s work of 1874, cf. 
Appendix I (a). 

11 Uspenskij, ‘‘Vizantijskie...’’ (as in Appendix I [a]), 3-12, 28, 41. Uspenskij was aware that his 
hypothesis involved a drastic redating of the construction of the Khazar fortress Sarkel on the Don by 
Petronas: instead of 838, this fortress would have to have been built about 903, the time to which 
Uspenskij assigned the Fragments. For a sharp and witty rebuttal of Uspenski, cf. V. Vasil’evskij, ‘‘O 
postroenii kreposti Sarkela,”” Zurnal Ministerstva Narodnogo Prosvescentja, 265 (October, 1889), 273-89; 
282-85 are devoted to our Fragments. 

12 Seen by Nystazopoulou, ‘‘Note...” (as in Appendix I [c]), 321-25. The only exception to Miss 
Nystazopoulou’s rule appears to be ’Emé&nuia Mé&lapi (fifteenth century), which uses totrépyai in the 
sense of ‘‘local Byzantine governors in the Peloponnesus,”’ cf., e.g., J. Fr. Boissonade, Anecdota Graeca, 
3 (Paris, 1831), 178, 181. Mazaris, however, was just trying to impress the reader with a Lucianesque 
equivalent of &pyovtes ToTrHV. 

13 A. A. Vasiliev (as in Appendix I [b]), 105-106; 123-24, with sources. 
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Unfortunately, the scene of the events is another of the Fragments’ obscure 
points. To be sure, the events took place somewhere between the Dnieper, 
which the narrator crossed (but where was Borion, the otherwise unknown 
crossing point? at the rapids or below them? if at the rapids, why did the 
narrator choose such a difficult spot for the crossing ? and from which bank to 
which was that crossing made ?), and the Danube, to the north of which was 
the residence of the ruler whom he visited. But, if it was the Crimea, as sug- 
gested by the occurrence of the word Klimata in the Fragments (but were 
these Klimata a town or a region ? and were they in fact the Crimean Klimata ? 
might they not have been identical with Sarkel, built by Petronas for the 
Khazars about 838? or with Klima Mestikon in Thrace ?), why did the narrator’s 
party return to Maurokastron, which, as far as anybody knew for sure, was 
situated at the mouth of the Dniester? Consequently, the action of the Frag- 
ments has also been variously set on the Don, on the right bank of the Dniester 
in Bessarabia, in northern or southeastern Bulgaria, somewhere on the Danube 
(Paristrion ?), or, south of that river, in northern Dobrudja. 

The barbarians who appear in the Fragments present insoluble puzzles as 
well. Barbarians of one kind attacked the narrator’s territory; barbarians of 
another kind were asked to assume a protectorate over his subjects. The at- 
tacking barbarians had treated kindly the populations under their control 
in the past, but turned against them at the time of the action described in the 
Fragments. The protecting barbarians were powerful and differed little in 
customs from the narrator’s own subjects or allies. Were the attacking bar- 
barians Huns, Khazars, Pecenegs, Hungarians, Black Bulgarians, Bulgarians, 
or Russes ? And if Russes, then which: Normans, the controversial Azov Russes, 
or some Slavic autochthones, such as the Ulicians? Were the protecting bar- 
barians Khazars, Russes, Bulgarians, or Pecéenegs? Or was there only one kind 
of barbarian instead of two? Were the narrator’s own subjects Goths, Bul- 
garians, Pecenegs, or Byzantines ? Each of these possibilities has been proposed 
and in turn rejected, and scholarly energies for a time were diverted by the 
struggle between the Normanists and the anti-Normanists: what to several 
nineteenth-century Normanists was a protectorate by Scandinavian Russes over 
their ethnical relatives, the Goths, was to one twentieth-century anti-Normanist 
a protectorate by Russian Slavs over their ethnical relatives, the Bulgarians. 

The powerful and generous ruler whose empire extended to the north of the 
Danube has been assumed to have been of the same stock as the protecting 
barbarians. But of which stock? Most scholars saw him as a prince of Rus’, 
though even here dissenting votes were cast in favor of making him the Bul- 
garian Tsar Simeon, a Bulgaro-Slavic princeling, a Peteneg chieftain, even the 
Byzantine emperor himself. If the ruler was a prince of Rus’, which one was 
he? To some, he was Oleg of the ninth and tenth centuries: to others, Igor, 
Svjatoslav, or Vladimir (Hase’s own candidate) of the tenth; and one Ruma- 
nian scholar opted for as late a ruler as Jaroslav the Wise (d. 1054). 

The choice of prince clearly depended on the Fragments’ date, and here some 
hope of certitude was held out, since, at the time when the narrator’s party 
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was caught by the winter storm near the Dnieper, the planet Saturn was in 
the evening phase at the beginning of Aquarius (but was it the beginning of the 
sign or of the constellation ?). Unfortunately, the hope was vain, since Saturn 
is in Aquarius about every thirty years—for instance, in the years 903 (time of 
Oleg), 932 (time of Igor), 962 (time of Svjatoslav), 992 (time of Vladimir and 
the Bulgarian Tsar Samuel), 1021 and 1051 (time of Jaroslav the Wise and of the 
Peceneg uprising in the Balkans)—and none of the astronomical experts sum- 
moned to assist historians could change anything in that. The most reliable 
basis for dating the Fragments was the editor’s own remark that they were 
autograph notes, jotted down—perhaps in the course of the journey—by the 
narrator himself on (two?) empty folios of the manuscript he owned. In his 
edition of Leo Diaconus, Hase assigned that manuscript to the late tenth or 
early eleventh century. 

Finally, no agreement could be reached on the time sequence of the Frag- 
ments. Many scholars accepted Hase’s suggestion that the chronological order 
was Fragments 2, 3, 1; others were satisfied that the sequence in which they 
appeared in the edition and, according to the editor, on the freestanding folios 
of the manuscript was also the sequence of the events which they described. 

In sum, after more than a century of research on the Fragments, scholars 
have produced various clusters of solutions. To give two examples, one cluster 
for place, time, narrator’s subjects, attacking barbarians, protecting barbarians, 
ruler of the north was: Crimea, shortly before 965, Goths, Khazars, Norman 
Russes, Svjatoslav ;! while another was the Danube region, 993, pro-Byzantine 
Bulgarians, anti-Byzantine Bulgarians, Russes, Vladimir.1* The only consensus 
which has been reached in the last hundred and fifty years as to the meaning 
of the narrator’s story is that the Fragments are mysterious, enigmatic, obscure, 
and controversial. 

In the face of such disarray, little profit can be expected from discussing 
the literature of the subject any longer;!” instead I shall follow the advice 
recently proffered by a distinguished Soviet scholar who advocates the dis- 
covery of some new evidence, for it alone, she rightly believes, can assist us in 
settling the dispute which has lasted for such a long time.!® The evidence | 


14 Hase’s index to Leo is clear on the autograph character of the Fragments, s.vv. autographus, Paris 
ed. p. 285 = p. 571, Bonn; codex, 291 = 578; inediti, 300 = 591; cf. also Hase’s introductory remark 
to the Fragments, 254B = 496. However, Hase did vacillate on the manuscript’s date; cf. his index 
s.vv. inediti, 300 = 591, and introductory remark, 254B = 496 (tenth century); Chersonesi, 290 = 576, 
Graeci, 299 = 589, historiae, 299 = 590, and marginal remark, 254C, omitted from the Bonn ed. 
(eleventh century); Chersonest, 290 = 576, Ister, 303 = 594, Russi, 318 = 615, and introductory re- 
mark to Fragment 2, 256D = 500, marginal remark, 257C, omitted from the Bonn ed. (tenth or eleventh 
century). 

18 Kunik, ‘‘O zapiske...’’ (as in Appendix I [a]), 61, 64, 90, 124. 

16 Levéenko, ‘‘K voprosu...’’ (as in Appendix I [a]), 313, 325, 332-34. 

1? The divergent views summarized above have been distilled from works quoted, directly or in- 
directly, in Appendix I. 

18 ZV. Udal’cova, Sovetskoe... (as in Appendix I [c]), 118. Already in 1899, Vasil’evskij confessed 
in a letter to Westberg: ‘‘From time to time I come upon the idea that it would not be a bad thing 
if one investigated the papers which Hase left after his death, and which are preserved in the Biblio- 
théque Nationale,” cf. Westberg, ‘‘Zapiska...’’ (as in Appendix I), 78. Had Vasil’evskij’s suggestion 
been followed right away, the dispute concerning the Fragments might well have been settled by now. 
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intend to submit here has to do with one manuscript of the Fragments published 
by Charles-Benoit Hase, with his correspondence and with his secret Diary. 


III 


From the very beginning, scholarly study of the Fragments was handicapped 
by a piece of bad luck: when Hase published his notes to Leo Diaconus, he 
had to report that the manuscript in which the Fragments were originally 
discovered was no longer in the Bibliothéque Royale; they were found, he said, 
in...codice qui fuit Bibliothecae Regiae. Scholars wondered little about 
this, for it was general knowledge that between the years 1797 and 
1815 hundreds of Greek manuscripts arrived in Paris and were subse- 
quently returned to Italy and other parts of Europe, such as Vienna and Munich. 
The conclusion they most often drew from Hase’s information was that he had 
copied the Fragments sometime before 1815. The fact remained, however, that 
the particular manuscript which contained the Fragments never turned up. 
Attempts, reported by Kunik, to discover its fate by writing to the Paris 
Library were of no avail; neither was the search undertaken later by Krum- 
bacher.!9 

When I set out to find the missing manuscript some years ago, I gave myself 
a fair chance of success. For one thing, Hase made a number of hints about the 
source of the Fragments: it was a manuscript containing the letters of St. Basil, 
St. Gregory of Nazianzus, and Phalaris; it dated from the tenth or eleventh 
century; it was of small format. This considerably limited the number of manu- 
scripts to be examined. Secondly, manuscripts Paris Supplément Grec 898-900 
contain lists in Hase’s own handwriting of those authors whose works were 
contained in manuscripts that had entered the Paris Library for a time and had 
been returned by 1815. From those manuscripts one had only to select collections 
of the letters of Basil, Gregory, and Phalaris. The sample thus obtained would 
exclude manuscripts from countries never conquered by Napoleon, thereby 
limiting the possibilities even further. Thirdly, there had to be in Paris a master 
list of manuscripts returned after 1815 to various European libraries. Finally, 
several specialized manuscript catalogues not available in Kunik’s, Vasil’evskij’s, 
Westberg’s, or Krumbacher’s day did exist by the 1960’s; such were, in particu- 
lar, the recent studies of the manuscript tradition of the correspondence of 
Basil the Great and of Gregory of Nazianzus.”° If extant, the manuscript con- 
taining the Fragments would be listed in these studies. 

It turned out that I overestimated my chances. The lists of Paris Supplément 
Grec 898-900 did yield three manuscripts—Palatinus Graecus 356 (Heidelberg) 

** Kunik: “‘O zapiske...’’ (as in Appendix I [a]), 66; Krumbacher: Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 10 
(1901), 657. In a letter written to Westberg in 1898, Krumbacher stated that he believed the search for 
the lost manuscript of the Fragments to be more important than the study of the source itself, cf. West- 
berg, Die Fragmente... (as in Appendix I), 13. 

°° Cf. especially Anders Cavallin, Studien zu den Briefen des Hl. Basilius (Lund, 1944) and two works 
by Paul Gallay: ‘‘Liste des manuscrits des lettres de Saint Grégoire de Nazianze,” Revue des études 


grecques, 57 (1944), 106-24; and Les manuscrits des lettres de Saint Grégoire de Nazianze (Paris, 1957) 
esp. 15 note 1. 


I 


3 
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Palatinus Graecus 129 (Heidelberg), and Vaticanus Graecus 1353—containing 
letters of Basil, Gregory, and Phalaris. But of these only one, Palatinus Graecus 
356, included all three authors, and it did not meet Hase’s other specifications for 
the source of his Fragments, since in his own estimation, it dated from the 
fourteenth century and was not of small format.24 The master list (in two 
volumes) of manuscripts returned from Paris after 1815 was located in the 
Bibliothéque Nationale, but all that remained of these volumes was their 
excellent Louis Philippe bindings; everything between the covers had dis- 
appeared.?? Thus, I was reduced to drawing up a list of my own, mostly on the 
basis of Paul Gallay’s inventory of the manuscripts of Gregory of Nazianzus.” It 
contained twenty-four “‘suspects,’’ from the Escorial, Florence, London, Madrid, 
Milan, Modena, Munich, Paris, Rome, Strasbourg, Venice, and Vienna. Except 
for the Madrid manuscript, at present kept in Salamanca, all of them were 
inspected, either in the original or on microfilm, and the result was negative. 

The possibility still remains—although I judge it to be a remote one—that 
the culprit has eluded the scholars’ search and is lurking on the shelf of some 
library. Another possibility is simply that the manuscript has been destroyed. 
A distinguished expert on Hase expressed the view that Hase might have sent 


21 Combine Paris Supplément Grec 898, card 73", and Paris Suppl. Gr. 899, card 363", for Vaticanus 
Graecus 1353; Paris Suppl. Gr. 898, cards 73° and 164¥, for Palatinus Graecus 129 (this is the famous 
miscellaneous, mistakenly called the ‘‘Planudean excerpts,’’ cf. my article, ‘‘Some Autographs of 
Nicephorus Gregoras,’’ Zbornik Radova Vizantoloskog Instituta SAN, 8,2 [1964], esp. 447-50); Paris 
Suppl. Gr. 898, cards 73" and 164Vv and Suppl. Gr. 899, card 363", for Palatinus Gr. 356. In Paris 
Suppl. Gr. 898, cards 222r-v, 223" and Paris Suppl. Gr. 900, card 532" Hase noted that Palatinus Gr. 129 
contains excerpts from Isocrates and Themistius. Hase made detailed descriptions of Vaticanus Gr. 1353 
and the two Palatini in Paris Suppl. Gr. 811, fols. 17-227, 1517-52v and 206r~—28', respectively. On 
fol. 228" he described Palatinus Gr. 356 as codex...saec. XIV compilatus. On fol. 206" Hase gives the 
manuscript’s size as in folio parvo, which is still large when compared with ‘‘in 4.”’ or ‘‘in 8.""—terms 
which he used when indicating the size of other manuscripts described in Paris Suppl. Gr. 811. In fact, 
Palatinus Gr. 356 measures approximately 26 by 18 centimeters. 

22 1 saw the bindings on July 11, 1960 and remember the astonishment of Mademoiselle Marie- 
Louise Concasty, the keeper of Greek manuscripts at the Bibliothéque Nationale, who brought them 
to me herself. In 1970 even the bindings could no longer be located. 

23 See note 20 supra. 

24 Scovialensis Y -II-12 (12th c.); Laurentiani Conventi Soppresst 177 (11th c.), 627 (13th c.); 
Laurentiani IV,14 (10th c.), LVII,7 (11th c.), LX XXVII,16 (13th c.); Maitritensis, Biblioteca del Palacio 
Real, 43 (olim 7) (11th c.); Ambrosianus Gr. H 257 inf. ( = 1041 Martini-Bassi) (13th c.); Mutinensis 
Gr. III H 1 ( = 229 Puntoni )(11th c.); Monacensis Gr. 497 (11th-12th c.); Parisini Gr. 506 (10th c.), 
3014 (13th c.); Paris Coislin 237 (11th c.); Paris Suppl. Gr. 763 (11th c.), 1020 (11th c.); Angelicanus 
C-4-14 (Passioneus) (11th c.); Vaticani Gr. 424 (13th c.), 434 (13th c.), 485 (13th c.) 712 (13th c.) 2209 
(10th-11th c.); Avgentovatensis Gr. 21 (12th—14th c.); Marcianus Gr. LX XIX (12th c.); Vindobonensis 
Theol. Gy. CXLII (11thc.). In addition I inspected British Museum A dditionals 32643 (13th-14th c.) and 
36749 (10th c.), and, of course, Vaticanus Gr. 1353 and the Palatini Gr. 129 and 356; cf. note 21 supra. 
My original net was purposefully cast too wide and it included the Escorial and Madrid, not documented 
among the following places of origin of foreign manuscripts which arrived in Paris between 1796 and 
1809: Belgium, the Ambrosiana, Modena, Bologna, Monza, Verona, Venice, the Vaticana, parts of Pope 
Pius VI’s private library, the Laureniiana, libraries of Piedmont, Turin, Munich, Salzburg, Potsdam, 
the Gymnasium of Elbing, Wolfenbiittel, and Vienna; cf. V.-L. Delisle, Le cabinet des manuscrits de la 
Bibliotheque Nationale, II (1874), 33-34. The Turin library was severely damaged by fire in 1904; 
however, no manuscript destroyed on that occasion corresponded to Hase’s specifications; cf. Fr. 
Cosentini in G. Mazzatinti, A. Sorbelli, and L. Ferrari, Inventari dei manoscritti delle biblioteche a’ Italia, 
28 (1922, reprinted 1952), 13-45. Finally, there remains France itself, outside of Paris. Strasbourg 
yielded one suspect, acquired in 1910; there is no full list of Strasbourg manuscripts which burned in 
the fire of 1870. But could not Hase’s manuscript have belonged to a monastery in the vicinity of Paris ? 
If it did—and was not lost after 1815—it should have been on the lists by Cavallin and Gallay. 
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it by ship, together with more than one hundred copies of his Leo edition, to his 
patron Count Rumjancev, residing in St. Petersburg. We know—or are told— 
that this ship, the frigate “‘le Mercure,’’ sank with its whole cargo, which, 
incidentally, would account for the fact that the Paris edition of Leo is now a 
bibliographical rarity; the manuscript of the Fragments could have met with 
the same fate.”® 

According to prevailing opinion, these no longer extant Fragments were 
either an autograph draft of a report or autograph pages from a private diary.”® 
Such texts are not intended for publication as literature. Thus, at first sight 
there was no chance of finding another copy of the Fragments in some extant 
Greek manuscript. Clearly, the next best thing to inspecting the missing manu- 
script was to examine its closest relative, the apographon which Hase made of 
the Fragments. It survives in Paris Supplément Grec 858, the printer’s copy of 
the Leo Diaconus edition, and is, in fact, written in Hase’s own hand. 


IV 


At present, the text of Hase’s Fragments, his translation, and his explana- 
tions appear on folios 315" and 347'-351: of the printer’s copy.”” Folio 315 (fig.1) is 
taken up entirely by Hase’s prefatory remark describing the manuscript from 
which he copied the Fragments; this remark gives two scanty references 
to the first two Fragments, surmises that the narrator was the manuscript’s 
owner, and announces the first Fragment. Folios 347:-351 contain the rest. 
These latter folios, which include all of the Greek text, seem to have been sent 
to the printer later than the prefatory remark on the Fragments and the notes 
of the remaining parts of Leo Diaconus, because folio 315'—that of the pre- 
fatory remark—was originally numbered 218, while folio 352', the first one 
after the Fragments, bears the crossed-out number 219, has this message 
to the printer—‘‘voici le reste des notes sur Léon.. .’’—and begins with the 
note which in Leo’s printed text immediately follows upon the Fragments. 

When we compare the handwritten with the printed version of Hase’s prefa- 
tory remark, we realize that he was more hesitant as to the characteristics of the 


°° The total edition of Leo was four hundred copies. On the one hundred and twenty-five (or one 
hundred and fifty) copies originally sent out to Russia and on the shipwreck, cf., e.g., Hase to Béttiger, 
letter of March 10, 1820, in Hase, Unsre Hauschronik... (as in note 2 supra), 105; cf. also letter of 
November 18, 1819 by Count Rumjancev to the (later) Kievan Metropolitan Evgenij (Bolxovitinov), 
in Perepiska mitropolita Kievskogo Evgenija s... grafom...Rumjancevym..., I (Voronez, 1868), 23. 
Subsequently, Rumjancev received fifty copies of Leo, cf. Rumjancev to Evgenij, letter of August 17, 
1820, cbid., 34. The Lenin Library’s Rumjancev Archive still possesses five copies of that second ship- 
ment, of which I was shown four.—The supposition that Hase may have sent the manuscript containing 
the Fragments to Rumjancev on the ill-fated ship was made independently by the late Michael Lascaris 
and Dr. Arnulf Kollautz, a student of Hase’s correspondence; cf. Nystazopoulou, ‘‘Note...” (as in 
Appendix I [c]), 320; and Dr. Kollautz in personal letters of May 12, 1960 and March 16, 1971. If Hase 
did send his patron a manuscript which was on deposit at the Paris Library, he was guilty of irregular 
procedure. 

*6 Cf., e.g., Westberg, ‘‘Zapiska...’’ (as in Appendix I), 257-58. 

*” For the text of the Fragments in the printer’s copy, cf. figs. 1, 3-11. The reader will be able to 
follow the statements of Section IV by comparing these figures with the facsimile of the Paris edition 
reproduced on pp. 118-123 supra. 
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original manuscript than the printed edition reveals: concerning the manu- 
script’s date, he first wrote that it was saec. XJ, then changed it to X exeuntis— 
no doubt a routine perplexity familiar to all paleographers. Hase also hesitated 
about the contents of the manuscript: he wrote S. Basil, Phalaridis S. Gre- 
gorit Nazianzeni epistulas varias, and this is all we read in the printed text; in 
the printer’s copy, however, he continued with Isocratisque et Themisitt orationes 
aliquot, but crossed it out, probably desirous of not overburdening the reader 
with superfluous detail. More interestingly, he was not sure about the size of 
the manuscript: at first he wrote ui est medi (intending medzae), but then crossed 
out medi and substituted exiguae molis, which stands in the printed version. 
Finally, Hase was not quite sure as to the time when the manuscript was last 
in the Royal Library: he first wrote fuzt olim (which means not only “once upon 
a time,” but also “long ago,’’ and is the opposite of nuper, ‘‘recently’’) Bzb- 
liothecae Regiae, but then crossed out olim, and this shortened formulation 1s 
what we read in the printed text. The last two vacillations can hardly be lapses 
of memory, but perhaps Hase dealt with border cases—the manuscript could 
have been of small to middle size or bulk and could have been in the Library as 
many as three years before 1818, which was neither olim nor nuper. 

When it comes to Hase’s views on the substance of the Fragments, it 1s now 
the printed text which reveals more hesitation than his original remarks in the 
printer’s copy. In these remarks, Hase showed a more detailed conception otf 
the Fragments’ setting: they were clearly to be dated to the time of Vladimir 
the Great and the narrator was a Greek. The decision as to whether the attack- 
ing barbarians’ were in fact Russians Hase left up to Academician Philip Krug, 
the prominent expert in early East European history and, incidentally, the 
intermediary between Hase and his patron Count Rumjancev. Still, in intro- 
ducing the second Fragment Hase wondered why neither Vladimir nor, gener- 
ally speaking, (another) ‘‘Russian king’ was mentioned in the Fragments (but 
what of the third Fragment’s ruler?), and thus implied that the Russian hy- 
pothesis was not the only one to be considered. There were indications that the 
barbarians may have been Peéenegs, but this, too, presented difficulties, for it 
was hardly possible that a Greek should have praised their equity and justice. 
Of all this, there is almost no trace in the printed text: in the prefatory remark, 
Graecus was replaced by the neutral possessor; in the introduction to the second 
Fragment, the innocuous phrase “‘may learned men, combining knowledge of 
those times and places with prudent judgment, consider who these people 
[i.e., the barbarians] may be,” replaced mention of Vladimir, Russians, Pece- 
negs, the Greek narrator and Academician Krug in the printer’s copy.” 


23 Hase must have meant the attacking barbarians in his introduction to the second Fragment in the 
printer’s copy, for he wrote on fol. 348: Gens, quacum dux ille, quisquis est, consociationem dissolvisse 
sevibtt. 

29 Compare the introduction to the second Fragment, p. 256D with Paris Suppl. Gr. 858, fol. 348v 
(fig. 6). In transcribing two sections eliminated from the final draft of the printer’s copy, I use italics; I 
indicate with Roman type Hase’s own deletions within the passages, and I place his insertions between 
slashes—\ ”. Concerning the nationality of the barbarians (in the printer’s copy they are the attacking 
barbarians; in the printed edition, they are the protecting barbarians), Hase originally wrote: \quz sint/ 
an sint Russi, ili; Hase’s major deletion, comprising four lines of the printer’s copy, can be deciphered 
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In thus hesitating to commit his own interpretation of the Fragments to 
print, Hase exercised a scholar’s prudent judgment. There were, however, two 
more occasions on which Hase hesitated, and Paris Supplément Grec 858 sug- 
gests that prudence may have deserted him on both of them. 

The first occasion had to do with the number of Fragments. At the beginning 
of the prefatory remark on folio 315" (fig. 1), Hase first wrote pertinet... 
commentariu fragmentum, then changed -et to -ent, -um to -a, and continued with 
duo, to which he added luce dignissima above the line. Further on in the same 
remark he wrote dabo haec duo fragmenta, which he changed into dabo fragmenta 
ambo, and his ambo, ‘‘both,” clearly shows that at that point he had only two 
Fragments in mind for publication. In both of these places the printed edition 
has only the words pertinent... .commentari fragmenta and dabo fragmenta, 
respectively; thus it leaves the number of Fragments undetermined. Since all 
censors do nod on occasion, the traces of Hase’s original intention were not 
entirely eliminated from the printed text. Introducing the second Fragment 
in the printer’s copy on folio 348v (fig. 6), Hase first wrote fragmentum illud ... 
sequitur ...aliud, but changed illud to prius and aliud to alterum. Prius and 
alterum were left in the printed edition, although alterum, strictly speaking, 
means “second of a set of two.’’ Moreover, in the printer’s copy Hase distributed 
his two Fragments between two empty folios, one on each folio. This assignment 
of folta duo vacua remains in the printed edition, although the present number 
of Fragments is three, and the third Fragment is said to have stood im folio 
alo (cf. fig. 9), thus, on a third one, not accounted for in Hase’s prefatory 
remark.*° 

These inconsistencies aside, Paris Supplément Grec 858 itself leaves no doubt 
that the number of Fragments which Hase originally intended to publish—and 
had originally discovered—was two. Folio 351" (cf. fig. 11) contains Hase’s 
closing remark on the Fragments as a whole (desinit hic praeclarum illud ... 
fragmentum), in which he regrets that the complete work of the narrator has not 
come down to us, hopes that further researches among unpublished manu- 
scripts contained in “‘several”’ (or, after correction, ‘‘other’’) libraries will throw 
new light on Russian history, and is confident that the liberality of Count 
Rumjancev will make discoveries possible. However, these spirited closing 
remarks appear on folio 351", not under the ¢hivd and final Fragment, but under 
the final words of the second one, TdéAw olkioShoec9a1, translated by Hase in a 
parallel column as (ci)vitatem instaurari posse. The third Fragment is an in- 
sertion; it is prefaced by the words sequuntur in folio alio abrupta illa, quae 


as follows: \eorumque in primis¢ inter quos Philippum \s/ Krugum primario loco esse puto; miror tamen 
\nec¢ nec Viadimirum Magnum, ad cuius tempora epistolam ‘facile referas/ referri possit, neque omnino 
alium Russorum regem verbo commemorari: Ad Patzinacos autem Gentem illam septentrionem versus ab 
Istro habitave suadent quae \leguntur/ continuo post in ora No® [that is, in note ‘‘a’”’ in the lower left 
margin of fol. 348’, which runs as follows: shic scripta \um/ erant \est hic et’ posterius inductum: Kal 81 
ToUTO yap Kal T& Bépeia to “lotpov. Remarkably enough, Hase makes no reference to the occurrence of 
the same phrase in the main text of the third Fragment] eaque in Patzinacos cadere possunt, quorum 
tamen mivram [?] aequitatem et tustitiam unquam laudari \a Graeco/’ potuisse, ut fit.... 

9° Westberg perceived this contradiction, but did not know what to make of it. Cf. “Zapiska...”’ 
(as in Appendix I), 258. 
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superioribus subjungenda esse autumo, and occurs on the previous folio, 350'— 
350v (cf. figs. 9 and 10). The top of the recto of that folio contains the follow- 
ing instruction to the printer concerning the third Fragment: ‘‘a insérer a la 
page 258B apres les mots civitatem instaurant posse.”’ Page 258B is that page of 
the Paris edition of Leo on which we read the end of the second Fragment 
today; and civitatem instaurart posse are, as we just learned, the last words of 
Hase’s Latin version of that second Fragment. The bottom of folio 350¥ (i.e., 
the end of the third Fragment in Paris Supplément Grec 858) displays the 
following message, also for the printer: “‘Ici suit le texte déja imprimé,”’ mean- 
ing the closing remarks to the Fragments as a whole. This last message, to- 
gether with the reference to page 258B, unmistakably shows that Hase inserted 
his third Fragment when the previous two and the closing remark to the whole 
had already been printed. At that stage in the printing of the notes to Leo, 
Hase did not know—or had forgotten—that the third Fragment existed. 

The reader of the printed text may doubt this conclusion, since in the intro- 
duction to the second Fragment, as it stands in the edition of 1819, Hase does 
refer to the <Gens, cut dux...> oppidum sibt commissum tradiderit, and this 
act of ‘handing over’’ to the protecting barbarians is in fact described in the 
third Fragment. Here again, Paris Supplément Grec 858, folio 348v (fig. 6), 
clarifies the matter: the words oppidum .. .tradiderit are a later change made 
on proofs; the printer’s copy does not have them. It says, as we have already 
seen,®! consociationem dissolvisse scribit instead, and thus merely alludes to the 
attacking barbarians and to the beginning of the second Fragment. By the time 
Hase wrote the introduction to the second Fragment in the printer’s copy, 
he seems not yet to have suspected that his third Fragment would reveal the ex- 
istence of the protecting barbarians or, for that matter, of the ruler holding 
sway to the north of the Danube. 

Hase, then, must have discovered the third Fragment or found it in his 
papers at the last moment, when the notes to Leo were already being printed. 
In order to establish the point at which his find occurred, we must determine 
when the printing of the notes to Leo took place. 

Correspondence between Hase, his former teacher Béttiger, and his patron 
Count Rumjancev helps to answer this query. The printing of the notes started 
in all probability after April 3, 1816, for Hase’s letter to Bottiger written under 
that dateline stated that Leo Diaconus would now be “‘really’’ published. An 
advance of three thousand francs extended to Hase by Count Rumjancev on 
the strength of a recommendation by Professor Krug and other support which 
he would receive from the French Ministry of the Interior would enable him 
to cover the cost of printing Leo in the Royal Printing House. The whole work, 
Hase hoped, would appear toward the end of the year. The notes to the work 
contained many excerpts from “‘our inedita.’’** 

31 In note 28 supra. 

32 I used the full text of Hase’s letter to Béttiger, kindly lent to me by Dr. Arnulf Kollautz; for an 
excerpt from it, cf. Kollautz, ‘‘Jacob...’’ (as in note 2 supra), 289.—It is difficult to determine when 


the printing of Leo’s text began. In his letter to Rumjancev dated February 16, 1815 (Lenin Library, 
Otd. rukopisej, folder Fond 255.18.38), Hase wrote: ‘‘L’impression de Léon commence cette semaine.” 
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The notes to Leo were being printed by July 7, 1816. On that day Hase wrote 
Rumjancev: ‘‘on s’occupe maintenant de l’impression des notes, et l’on m’as- 
sure qu’avant la fin de l’année tout sera terminé.’’®? Thus, the third Fragment 
was discovered by Hase in the manuscript—or rediscovered by him among his 
earlier notes—sometime in 1816 at the earliest. However, the same letter sug- 
gests with high probability that not only this discovery, but the discovery 
of the first two Fragments as well occurred after July 7, 1816. 

Hase’s letter is a reply to a message sent by Count Rumyjancev to “Mr. Haser 
[sic] a Paris,’’ of which we possess only a draft. The draft, in the Count’s own 
hand, is undated, but, as Hase answered it “‘forthwith,’’ it is clear that Rum- 
Jancev’s clean copy was sent to Paris a month or so before July 1816.4 The 
Count, passionately interested in the study of the origins of Russian Christianity 
and in the location of the city of SuroZ in the Crimea, appealed for help to the 
indefatigable student of tnedita: ‘‘...je vous invite trés instament Monsieur,” 
he wrote, “‘a rechercher parmi les manuscripts inédits des auteurs Bisantins 
[sic] ceux dans lesquels peuvent étre consignés quelques faits relatifs a 1’ His- 
toire de ma Patrie, ce sera me rendre un service essentiel, et je ne demande pas 
mieux que de le reconoitre.”’ 

‘“Reconoitre’’ meant money, and all biographers of Hase dwell on his weak- 
ness for gold. Yet, in his reply Hase had to disappoint the Count. He did submit 
to him a short memorandum about SuroZ, based on Le Quien and Banduri, 
among other authorities, in which he identified that city with Sarat and Sudak, 
both of which he located in the Crimea; otherwise he had only this to say: 
““Reduit par conséquent aux auteurs Grecs je m’estimerois heureux toutes les 
fois quand dans ceux-ci et dans le nombre de notes historiques et géographiques 
que j'ai recueillies en examinant les ouvrages inédits de notre Bibliothéque, il se 
trouvera quelques détails qui peuvent aider les recherches de V. E. 

“Je n’ai point voulu retarder l’envoi de ma petite dissertation [This is the 
memorandum on Suroz contained in the first part of the letter], mais j’espére 
que dans une quinzaine de jours je pourrois vous faire parvenir la totalité des 
épreuves de Léon, dont le tirage est achevé [There follows the sentence, already 
quoted, announcing that the notes to Leo were still being printed.]. Il me tarde 
de faire connaitre a l’Europe savante combien je suis pénétré des sentiments de 


If Rumjancev subscribed to the edition for one thousand rubles, then, Hase announced optimistically, 
“Tien ne s’opposera a ce que l’ouvrage ne soit terminé et mis en vente vers le mois de septembre pro- 
chain,’’ i.e., September 1815. In the Preface to Leo (Paris ed., p. VI = p. XVII, Bonn) Hase stated 
that the printing of Leo as a whole had lasted for two years. Thus, it must have begun in 1816 at the 
earliest. 

*% Hase to Rumjancev, Lenin Library, Otd. rukopisej7, folder R.A.7.12, letter no. 9, p. 8. Cf. Ap- 
pendix II B and fig. 22. 

*4 Draft: Lenin Library, Otd. rukopisej], folder Fond 255.5.34, Letter no. 9, dated ‘‘[1813 ?)’’ by the 
librarians. In the draft, Rumjancev queried Hase on the so-called Anonymous Banduri on the con- 
version of the Russes (in Colbertinus 4432), on Lives of St. Ignatius, on the baptism of Vladimir the 
Great, on Suroz (which he believed to be in the Crimea or on the Taman’ peninsula), on the Church of 
Gothia, and on ecclesiastical lists of the eighth century. In the letter of July 7, 1816, Hase gave in- 
formation on ecclesiastical lists, on Lives of St. Ignatius, on Anonymous Banduri (Colbertinus 4432, 
“now” no. 3025), and on Suroz. The quotation which follows in my text is on p. 1 of Rumjancev’s 
draft. Cf. Appendix II A and fig. 13. 
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reconnaissance et de respect avec lesquels j’ai Vhonneur d’étre Monseigneur de 
votre Excellence le tres humble et trés obéissant serviteur C. B. Hase.’’® 

Unless Hase was withholding his discovery of the Fragments or had forgotten 
it, by July 7, 1816 he possessed no knowledge of any details contained either 
in an unpublished manuscript or in historical and geographical notes which he 
had previously collected that were related to any facts concerning the history of 
Russia.36 From this letter we may conclude at least two things: first, that by 
July 7, 1816, Hase was actively engaged in historical research on the Crimea and 
used Banduri and Le Quien;?’ second, and most important, that by July 7, 
1816, Hase was still unaware of the Fragments. Consequently, he promised only 
that he would be happy to communicate any text of this kind to the Count if he 
were to find one like it someday. 

By a stroke of luck, Hase did subsequently find our Fragments, and the find 
occurred in two stages: he sent two Fragments to the printer first—this he 
did after June 10, 1817%8—and was later able to insert the third into the proofs 
of the notes to Leo. Hase’s closing remarks, put in the printed edition at the 
end of the last Fragment but written before its discovery, praised Rumjancev’s 
efforts to enrich fAistoriam patriae; just possibly, this was an echo of that part 
of the Count’s letter in which he mentioned “‘l’Histoire de ma Patrie.’’ Hase’s 
stroke of luck, postdating July 1816, perhaps even June 1817, occurred either 
before May 1818, since on May 1, 1818, Rumjancev announced to Academician 
Krug his wishes concerning the distribution of copies of Leo ‘‘as soon as Mr. Hase 
will have sent them to me,” or at least before October 10, 1818, when Rumjancev 
could pass the following good news to Krug: ‘‘je viens de recevoir je ne scais 
par qui un seul examplaire [sic] de Léon le Diacre auquel il manque sa préface. 
Mr. Haser [sic] me mande que... il n’obtiendra des presses l’ouvrage complet 
qu’a la fin de l’année.’’®? 

Here we have a serious puzzlement. By Hase’s own statement, repeated 
twice in his Preface, the manuscripts appropriated during the Revolutionary 
and Napoleonic Wars left, or were about to leave, the Paris Library in 1815; and 
we know from elsewhere that the earliest restitution of manuscripts appropri- 
ated during the Revolution and the Empire (the ones from Vienna) occurred on 

35 Hase to Rumjancev, 7-8. Cf. Appendix II B and figs. 21-22. 

36 Beyond, that is, the information furnished about Suroz by the otherwise unknown writer ‘‘Maxime 
Catélianus,’’ of Hase’s memorandum, cf. pp. 170-71 injra. 

3? Hase continued to work for the Count on the localization of SurozZ and the geography of the 
Crimea well into the year 1817: Rumjancev to Krug, letter of September 10, 1817 (Lenin Library, Otd. 
rukopisej, folder R.A.6.2, no. 25): ‘...je ne puis pas vous dire assez l’extreme satisfaction que m’a fait 
eprouver la trés belle lettre de M. Hase et ses annexes... la petite carte de la Crimée est trés curieuse, 
elle me fait perdre mon procés Monsieur et vous fait gagner le votre en determinant si bien la place de 
Soldaia... je voudrai [sic] bien que toute la carte fut gravée, veuillez en écrire 4 M. Hase.’’ Hase's 
map may have been the result of Krug’s inquiry: cf. Krug to Hase (?), letter of January 14, 1817 
(Lenin Library, Oid. rukopisej, folder R.A.8.19, no. 9), concerning the geographical treatise by ‘‘the 
monk Bacon,” and various place names, e.g., Castella Gothorum near Kherson. Cf. also note 165 infra. 

38 Cf, Hase’s note to the printer in Paris Suppl. Gr. 858, fol. 249r: ‘‘J’enverrai la suite aprés-demain, 
Jeudi. Ce mardi 10 Juin.’’ Tuesday, June 10 gives the year 1817. Fol. 249 contained the commentary 
to Leo, p. 71D. The Fragments form the commentary to p. 108C. 

39 Lenin Library, Otd. rukopise7, folders R.A.6.3, no. 46 and R.A.6.4, no. 61. However, Leo was late 


in arriving and this caused the Count a great deal of distress; cf. the complaints by Rumjancev to Krug, 
letters of July 16 and August 2, 1818, quoted in part in note 166 infra. 
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September 21, 1814 and the latest (the ones from Bologna and the Vatican) on 
October 23, 1815.4 Consequently, the manuscript in which Hase discovered the 
Fragments was in all probability no longer there after July 1816. How could 
Hase have copied the Fragments from an original which had already been 
removed? Of course the manuscript could have remained in Paris for a while, 
upon Hase’s own request, and Hase, who in his Preface gratefully acknowledged 
the prolonged stay of one such manuscript (this time with indication of its call 
number),*! may have forgotten or neglected to mention the manuscript source 
of his Fragments in the same connection. If so, this manuscript must have 
remained in the Royal Library until shortly before the appearance of the ad- 
vance copy of Leo’s edition in the second half of the year 1818. Here, however, 
comes another serious puzzlement. If the manuscript did remain behind for 
some time—say, until 1817—-why did Hase first state in the printer’s copy 
(which cannot be later than 1818) that it had been in the Royal Library olim, 
“quite a time ago,” rather than say, nuper, “recently” ?#2 And why did he 
hesitate in the printer’s copy about the size and contents of a manuscript 
which presumably he was able to inspect at the time of writing his entry on the 
Fragments ? 

We have, then, two choices. Either we must assume that Hase wrote that 
entry from his own notes, made sometime between 1802 (when he began 
working on Leo’s edition)* and 1815 (when the manuscript of the Fragments 
in all probability left Paris), had forgotten about the existence of these notes 
on July 7, 1816 and forgot, even after that date, that he had copied three 
rather than two Fragments, but in the last moment was able to furnish the 
printer with the mislaid third Fragment (which, incidentally, is a logical and 
complete continuation of the second); or else we must look for another ex- 
planation. 


“9 Hase’s Preface: Paris ed., pp. XII and XVII = pp. XXIV and XXVII-XXVIII, Bonn; for 
precise dates, cf. Delisle, Le cabinet... (as in note 24 supra), 35-36. 

*! Paris ed., p. XVII = pp. XXVII-XXVIII, Bonn. The manuscript in question was Vaticanus 
Gr. 163; at Hase’s request, it was not among the various objects which repentino anni 1815. tempore... 
Parisios olim convecta undique repeterentury. Thus olim refers to the arrival in Paris of various manu- 
scripts from abroad. 

*? Especially since he did use the very word nuper in his Preface when referring to information he 
had drawn from manuscripts which had left Paris in 1815. Cf. Paris ed., p. XVII = p. XXIII, Bonn: 
cum plurima essent nuper in Biblioteca Regia, multa supersint ad hanc diem. 

48 Hase to Béttiger, letter of July 27, 1802: this winter, Hase intends to work on Leo Diaconus. 
Bottiger to Hase, letter of August 14, 1802: asks for more details on Leo, invites Hase to write a piece 
on him, to be published in the Merkur. Hase to Béttiger, letter of 17 Messidor X (= 1802): Leo Diaconus 
is on Hase’s program for the winter. References to authors who mentioned or worked on Leo: Fabricius, 
Du Cange, Combefis, de Pages, Gibbon. The edition of Leo would be dedicated to Bédttiger. Hase has 
already copied a large part of Leo’s first book. Hase to Bottiger, letter of 7 Nivose XI (=December 28, 
1802): except for the last two books, Leo has been copied and translated into Latin. In all likelihood, 
the work will be printed in the Paris Corpus. Hase has collected, read and copied in part material from 
more than twelve manuscripts in the Bibliothéque Nationale for his notes to Leo; list of the authors 
and texts excerpted (no mention of the Fragments). I am indebted for knowledge of this correspondence 
to Dr. Kollautz, who kindly provided me with the relevant typescripts. Cf. also Hase to Fries, December 
28, 1802: ‘‘Ich habe den ungliicklichen Gedanken gehabt, mich mit der Herausgabe zweier byzanti- 
nischen Autoren zu befassen, die ich im Mssc. auf der NB vorfand.... Die Arbeit wird mir unglatiblich 
lastig... ich bin indessen schon zu weit gegangen....’’ One of the two authors must have been Leo. 
For the text of the letter, cf. Kollautz, ‘‘Jacob...’’ (as in note 2 supra), 287. 
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The second occasion on which prudence may have deserted Hase has to do 
with the way in which certain parts of the Fragments’ text are treated in the 
printer’s copy. What follows will be technical, but indispensable for our line 
of reasoning. 

Folio 347v, lines 3-4, of Paris Supplément Grec 858 (cf. fig. 4) contains the 
passage of the first Fragment in which the narrator and his party cross the 
Dnieper and arrive at the locality Borion. There, Hase first wrote xara thv 
moAv yevouevoi Thy, left a third of the next line empty, and continued with trpds 
evoyiav. Subsequently, he crossed out tiv dAu, ‘“‘city,”’ wrote kouny, “village,” 
above the line and filled the empty space with the word Bopiov. Since, however, 
Borion is a short word, an appreciable blank remained between that insertion 
and the following words trpds evwyiav. 

Hase himself provided a plausible, if indirect, explanation for the subsequent 
insertion of a proper name into his copy of the first Fragment: the script of 
the original manuscript, he pointed out, was intricate.“ It could be argued, 
therefore, that at first reading he experienced difficulty in deciphering the 
name of the locality on the Dnieper—especially since this locality was otherwise 
unattested—and left a blank in his copy; this blank he filled on second reading. 
However, Hase’s correction of tiv TdéAv to Kaun is less easy to explain. Changes 
of this kind are more likely to have been made by the author than by the 
copyist of a Greek text. This is because 1r6Aus, “‘town, city,’ and xoun, “village,” 
while they belong to the same semantic category, do not look much alike in 
writing, not even in intricate minuscule script. 

More noteworthy still is Hase’s Latin translation of our passage on folio 347". 
He first wrote cum in oppidum Baxam venissemus, without leaving any blank 
space between oppidum and venissemus or hesitating as to the spelling of 
“Baxa.’”’ Subsequently, he crossed out oppidum Baxam, “town of Baxa,” and 
wrote vicum Borion, ‘village of Borion,”’ above the line. The following question 
arises: how did Hase know that the locality was called Baxa if he was trans- 
lating (either directly from the original manuscript, or from a transcript made 
of it by himself and set in the parallel column in the printer’s copy) a Greek 
passage in which he could not at first decipher that locality’s name? 

Folio 347¥ offers one more peculiarity: in lines 17-18, the Latin translation 
had the words quod iam prius fieri opportebat. Hase crossed these words out, and 
with good reason, for no Greek text corresponds to them in the parallel column. 

In the third Fragment, on folio 350 (fig. 9), Hase wrote a rather long 
passage, starting with teiyos pév 76 ToAcidv and ending with tepi tév SAcv, at the 
bottom of the column, and indicated by the reference sign ° that the passage 
should be inserted into the main text between é€nptveto and ’Agryuéveov. It is not 
quite obvious how a copyist could have omitted so many words from his original 
since no homoeoteleuton is involved. Moreover, there is no discontinuity in nar- 
rative between the words é&nptveto and ’Agrypéveov. To top it all off, in a note 
which started with the words hic primo leguntur illa, Hase told the reader that 


44 Introductory remark to Fragment 2: eadem intricatissima manu, Paris ed., p. 256D = p. 500, 
Bonn; cf. litteris minutis perplexisque admodum, 254B = 496. 
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at the point of the original manuscript to which the note itself referred (dic = 
‘“‘here’’) he read some expunged words, which were followed (zude) by the word 
"Agiyuéveov. In other words, Hase saw no non-expunged text whatsoever between 
the word to which his note was appended and ’Agryuéveov. To the reader of the 
printed text, the annotated word is éAwv —the end of the inserted passage— 
but originally it was é€nptveto, the last word before the insertion. For it is to 
é€nptveto that Hase first attached our note, marked by an exponential ‘‘d’’ in the 
printer’s copy. Only later did he change ‘‘d’”’ to “‘e’’ and assign the note to the 
words trepi té5v GAwv.4> It follows that initially Hase took a close look at the very 
spot of the original manuscript which must have contained the twenty-nine 
words of the inserted passage and did not see them at all. 

The printer’s copy of the third Fragment exhibits the following three cor- 
rections: on folio 350r, line 14, wAeioves was changed to tAsious; on folio 350¥, 
line 9, d&troBiagépecSai to &rrodiagépovtes; and on the same folio, line 12, uv was 
crossed out and followed by éneyngicavto. These corrections may merely reflect 
vacillations of Hase the copyist, faced with the task of resolving intricately 
written abbreviations. If so, Hase disappoints us asa professor of palaeography 
(a position to which he was appointed in late 1815 or 1816),46 for in manuscripts 
of the tenth to eleventh century there is no abbreviation for -ves, only for -ous; 
none for -o9au or -tes, only for -o or -es; none for ovv- (let alone for the Attic €uv-), 
only for ém-. 

Finally, some differences in wording and word sequence exist between the 
Greek text of Paris Supplément Grec 858 [S] and the printed edition [P]. Thus: 
Trapnwelyauev otadious (5S, fol. 348", line 6): otaSious tapnueivouev (P, p. 255D); 
GAAoov pd hudv (S, zbid., line 7): mpd fhudv dAAwv (P, 1bid.); tois Seivois (S, ibid., 
line 26): tois tote Sevois (P, p. 256B); dt: (S, fol. 349r, line 16): as (P, p. 257B); 
dAeSpov (S, 2b1d., line 2 ab imo) : dAeSpov Kal (P, p. 257C) ; &xnpuKti Apiv (S, fol. 349v, 
line 12): fyiv éxnpuxti (P, p. 257D). These final revisions by Hase patently were 
made on proofs, hence in 1816 or later. But on what basis? With the help of his 
own notes rather than by collating these proofs with the manuscript, for by 
1816 that manuscript was, in all probability, no longer in Paris. Whatever the 
basis for Hase’s revisions may have been, he disappoints us as a copyist, for he 
was negligent on at least six occasions (three of which had to do with word 
order) in transcribing quite a short text. By comparison, he reversed the word 
order only four times*’ in copying the History of Leo Diaconus, which occupies 
one hundred and seventy-four Bonn pages. 

Thus, again, we have two choices. Either the oppidum Baxa of Hase’s Latin 
version goes back to his earlier reading of the Greek manuscript—a reading 
which was later discarded and replaced by the blank for the locality’s name 
on folio 347% of Paris Supplément Grec 858—and Hase’s corrections of the 
Greek (both those which still exist in the printer’s copy and those which were 
made later on proofs), although barely distinguishable from stylistic changes 


Cosa, 


46 Cf. note 133 infra. 
“ Cf. Panayotakis, Agwv 6 Aidxovos... (as note 1 supra), p. 120. 


142 IHOR SEVCENKO 


made by an author striving for Attic elegance, are in fact traces of a copyist’s 
conscientious labor; or, again, we should look for another explanation. 


Vv 


Until now we have been studying the external aspects and history of the 
only manuscript of the Fragments of Tofarcha Gothicus which is accessible to us. 
We shall turn now to a scrutiny of the Fragments’ internal evidence; it will 
serve as a countercheck to the examination of our text’s material aspects. This 
scrutiny will proceed from lower to higher matters: from words to literary 
parallels, and from there, to vealia and to the Fragments’ conceptual frame- 
work. 


VOCABULARY. In the five columns of the Paris edition (or on the four pages 
of the Bonn format), the Fragments offer at least nine oddities: five mistakes 
in accentuation or grammar and four lexeis athesauristot. The mistakes are: 
(a) xidévos (repeated four times) instead of x16vos; (b) 16 EvuBov instead of 16 
EuuBav; (c) Gpeva, possibly intended as a plural variation for dpeivov, although 
the neuter plural of dueivov is dusivova or dueiveo; (d) e¥vor instead of evvai; and (e) 
teAciovt (sc. Suvduer), while the correct comparative is teAeiotépg; this is an error, 
unless one wants to argue that Hase’s tenth- or eleventh-century manuscript 
had tAeiou, which its editor misread for a non-existent word.® 

The Fragments’ four lexeis athesauristoi are: &roSiagépovtes; émikAivia, “bed- 
covers’; én’ déyuoia; and tpoKxatéoxonrto.4® By comparison, Leo Diaconus and 
Agathias of Myrine have ten lexeis athesauristoi and eight hapax legomena in 
the whole of their respective histories. 

Hase did excerpt the Fragments in the index to his Leo edition. There he 
referred to them forty-one times, and on three occasions listed orthographic 
peculiarities of the Fragments’ manuscript.® It is remarkable that the very man 


48 Xidsvos, Paris ed., p. 255D = 498,6, Bonn, 256A bis = 498,8, 15, 256C = 498,31; to EupBav, 256A = 
498,13-14; &pewo, 256B = 498,17; etvon, 256B = 498,20; teAcio, 258D, note ‘4’? = 503, note TTT; 
in all instances the printed text faithfully reproduces the errors of Paris Suppl. Gr. 858. Hase may have 
been aware that yiwvedns, 255C—D, note ‘‘b’’ = 497, note *#** was an error, for he placed a “‘[sic]’’ after 
that word.—Nystazopoulou, ‘‘Note...’’ (as in Appendix I [c]), 326, noticed two of the Fragments’ 
mistakes. Professor Papazoglou-Ostrogorski, who kindly drew my attention to the erroneous x14vos, 
was furthermore disturbed by the absence of articles in the phrases wuyds kal capata SietiSevto, 256C = 
498,26, and in &v9pwrroi te, 257C = 501,17. Conversely, Professor Panayotakis found the presence of the 
article in front of the ‘‘Mysian booty,” 1 }v Muodv Aciav kadoupévny, 257A = 501,1, contrary to classical, 
Byzantine, or even modern Greek usage. Both colleagues were struck by dpxtov. . .Baputatov TTVEUTAVTOS, 
255B = 497,24-25, since &extos meaning ‘‘Northern wind’’ seems to be unattested, and BapUtatov as 
well as d&épav.. .BapuT&toov &veoSev éurvedvtwv, 256B = 498,16, remind one of schwere Winde rather than 
of anything Greek. 

49 *ArroSiapépovtes, Paris ed., p. 259A = p. 503,35-36, Bonn; ém«aAivia, 256B = 498,22; én’ duwoia 
(remarkably, it appears without iota subscript in the Paris ed., 257C = 501,18; tpoxatéoKxatrro, 258A = 
501,38. Ed. Kurtz realized that érroSiapépw was otherwise unattested, cf. Westberg, Die Fragmenie.... 
(as in Appendix I), 73. 

50 S. vv.: autographus, Paris ed., p. 285 = p. 571, Bonn; Borion, 287 = 573; Chersonem, 290 = 576; 
Chersonesi, sexies, 290 = 576; Clemata, bis 290 = 577; codex, 291 = 578; Danapris, ter, 293 = 581; 
fossa, 298 = 587; Graecorum, quater, 298-299 = 588-589: Graeci, bis, 299 = 589; historiae, 299 = 590; 
inediti, 300 — 591; Ister, bis, 303 = 594; Itacismi, 303 = 594; xerroroyuvSnSévtes 304 = 595; Mauro- 
castrum, 307 = 600; Muodv 309 = 602; nix, bis, 311 = 606; proverbia, 316 = 612; Romanzoff, 317 = 
614: Russi, bis, 318 = 614; Saturnus, 319 = 615; scuta, 319 = 616; oxAnp& 320 = 617; Taurica, 
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who by 1818 had collected thousands of lexical items and who was soon to 
become a renowned lexicographer should have failed to record any of the 
Fragments’ four hapaxes in the same index, although he made sure of recording 
there the other lexe1s athesauristot of his edition. They include words derived 
from late texts (comparable to the Fragments in date) used by Hase in the 
notes to Leo, such as PAvots, which he culled from Theophylactus of Bulgaria.5! 
Moreover, Hase did not quote any of the Fragments’ four hapax legomena in the 
reedition of Stephanus’ dictionary, a work of which he was one of the editors,®? 
although unattested words, both from Leo proper and from his own notes to 
this author, are recorded there; such are (besides PAvots) BAVoTd&veo, Trepivdcw, Tro- 
Auxevnov, Teptyeiotns. They appear in the New Stephanus with explicit references 
to Hase’s Leo, and new entries pertaining to them are in most cases followed 
by Hase’s name. 

The hapaxes of the Fragments spice up an otherwise monotonous fare, since 
the narrator repeats the same words or idioms over and over again. Aeikvupt 
(especially the pluperfect #é5exto) appears eight times, six times in the first 
Fragment alone, usually as an elegant variation for “‘was’’ ;53 yodeTroU, yoetratveoy, 
XoAeTr@tepov, and the like occur ten times, all but one in the first Fragment ;*4 
ouvapacoevy and xatopdcosv three times, in different contexts;®> the rare tov 
TrepiéxovTos is used twice;°* and the same is true of xeipas d&voxpotetv, “applaud,” 
as an expression of joy—once it is applied to the narrator’s retinue who reacted 
in this way to the freezing of the Dnieper, once to the friendly and childlike 
barbarians who gave a spontaneous farewell to his party.5” MepxAvleoSo1 and 
emikAvoSévta appear in close vicinity, as do dvtitoiicSa and dvtitoiowpevol, 
KATEOKONNEVN and trpoKaTtéoKaTrTo.58 SyetAidlery Kat& Tivos is a remarkably rare con- 
struction, and we shall return to it again; yet it, too, occurs twice in the Frag- 
ments.°? TléAis and xopn are juxtaposed or opposed on two occasions,” and this 


322 = 620; Wladimirus, 324 = 622. Orthographic peculiarities of the original text of the Fragments 
are introduced into the index s.vv. Itacismi, 303 = 594: velut alwpoupevos et Ewpoupevos permutata, 
254D = 497,9; xoraicyuvSnSévtes, 304 = 595: x. vox nihili, 258C = 503,17; oxAnpd, 320 = 617: o. et 
oxiep& confusa, 255A = 497,14. 

*! Paris ed., p. 249B = p. 489,21, Bonn. The example came from the (still unpublished) commentary 
to Psalm 35(36) :9-10. 

52 Hase was to be the chief editor of the new Thesaurus by Stephanus, to be published under the 
auspices of Firmin Didot; cf. the title page of the first volume of the new edition, dated 1831. Although 
by 1833 he was no longer a central figure in the preparation of the Thesaurus, cf., e.g., the letter of 
M. J. Miiller to Thiersch, in Kollautz, ‘‘Jacob...’’ (as in note 2 supra), 289, he continued the colla- 
boration throughout his life. It is attested by the title pages of all eight volumes of Stephanus’ Thesau- 
vus and by new entries in the later volumes, signed with his name. He died (on March 21, 1864) while 
working at his desk, on which were discovered the final pages of the New Stephanus; cf. M. Guig- 
niaut, ‘““Notice historique...’ (as in note 2 supra), 272. 

58 Paris ed., p. 254D = p. 497,9, Bonn; 255A bis = 497, 12-13, 15; 255C, note b = 497, note ****: 
255D = 498,1; 256B = 498,19; 257A = 500,42; 257B = 501,10. 

4 Paris ed., p. 254D ter = p. 497,3 bis, 9, Bonn: 255B = 497,25; 255C = 497,34; 256A ter = 498.7, 
12, 14; 256C = 498,32; 257C = 501,14. 

°° Paris ed., p. 254C = p. 496,42-43, Bonn; 254D = 497,2; 255B = 497,25. 

*6 Paris ed., p. 255C = p. 497,32, Bonn; 255D = 498.1. 

? Paris ed., p. 255A = p. 497,17, Bonn; 255D = 498,2-3. 

°8 TlepixAuleoSau, émikAvoSévta, Paris ed., p. 257B, C = p. 501,12, 17, Bonn; dvtitroiio San, &vtitro10U- 
pevot, 258D = 503,27, 32-33; KATECKQUPEVN, TPOKaTECKaTTTO, 258A = 501,36, 38. 

8 Paris ed., p. 256C = p. 498,28, Bonn; 257B = 501,9. 

°° Paris ed., p. 257C = p. 501,14-15, Bonn; 258A = 501,37. 
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peculiarity of the narrator’s style reappears in Hase’s own scribal hesitation 
between the 7éAis and the xopun Borion. Finally, the narrator reveals his habit— 
shared by Byzantines, but also by authors of all times who write in a language not 
their own—of amassing rare or precious words and flosculi: 81680us in the sense 
of “‘roads’’; ovocitois; d&roxoitous; toU Tepiéxovtos meaning “‘air’’; ov Euvtpdgeov, 
‘unusual’; avtetrayyéAtws; trepiopSpov; and TroAeunoeiwov.8! These latter two words 
offered Hase another chance to adduce our Fragments in the New Stephanus, 
since both relevant entries in that dictionary do contain additions (mostly 
from Byzantine authors such as Synesius, translator of Achmes, Constantine 
Manasses, and Thomas Magister) which are signed with his name. Yet, he made 
no more use of that chance than he did in the case of the Fragments’ hapaxes. 


TEXTUAL PARALLELS. Literary parallels to the Fragments used as evidence 
here derive exclusively from texts with which Hase was acquainted or which go 
back to Hase himself. This is a matter of positive knowledge, even for Aeschines, 
whom Hase did not quote in print. 

I. The following eighteen examples, of which seventeen deal with passages and 
one with a cluster of words, indicate that Thucydides was foremost among the 
narrator’s models: 


1. Fragment 1, ed. Hase, p. 254D: 
To USwp...éTi péya fv ioxupov 


2. Ibid., p. 255D: ov& Tavtas avTous 
EBSounKovtTa otaSious Trapnelyouev 


3. Ibid., p. 256A: tetpaerrnyus yap 7 x1aov 
tAgyeto Kal yaAeTrads SiaBaTh fv 


4. Ibid., p. 256A: TodAoi 5é...ueilov 7 
Kat’ d&vSpmTivny Suvapiv TO FupPav 
oinSévtes Kal Fv ydép TI TOV OU EvvTpo- 
pwv TO XAAETTIOV 


5. Ibid., p. 256B: ta yap wavta d&ve- 
MEAT Kal &vovnT& Tres év Tois TOTE Setvois 
ESE5e1KTO 


Thucyd. II:97:4: éwi péya fASev A 
Baoirefa ioyuos 


Tbid., 11:5:2: ecréyer 8’ 4 Tata tev 
OnPdv otabious EBSouTKOVTA 


Ibid., 11:5:2: trotapos éppun péyas Kal 
ot pPadiws SiaBatos fv 


Tbid., 11:50:1: xareTIwoTéepws 7 Kata 
thy &vSpmteiav gvolv TpoGETITTTEV 
sc. 1) vooos> Excote Kal év THB ES1AWoE 


udAiota &AAO 11 Ov Hf TOV EvvTpOgwV 
71 


Ibid., 11:47:4: wavta &vwgert ty 


61 AidSous, Paris ed., p. 255B = p. 497,26, Bonn; ouocitois, 255C = 497,29; &moxoitous, 255C = 


497,30; tol Trepiéxovtos, 255C, D = 497,32, 498,1; 


ov Euvtpdgev, 256A = 498,14; avternayyéATus, 


257B = 501,5; tepiopSpov, 258C = 503,18; modeunoeiwv, 258C = 503,19. TloAcunoeiav occurs at least 
twice in Leo Diaconus, cf. 60,3 and 104,11, Bonn.—The Fragments display the same characteristics 
which Hase in his Preface detected in Leo and in Byzantine writers generally: elegant variation, use 


of pretentious instead of simple words, rare expre 
pp. VIII-IX = pp. XIX-XX, Bonn, esp. deinde, 
iterari. In short, the narrator writes in a tenth-centu 

62 For a quotation from Aeschines, cf. Hase’s n 
1821 ?). (Ibid., fol. 132r, and in Leo Diaconus, p. 


ssions, and repetitious vocabulary: cf. Paris ed., 
idem vocabulum, aliquot lineis interjectis, libenter 
ry Byzantine style as Hase understood that style. 
otes in Paris Suppl. Gr. 1347, fol. 1117 (soon after 
213B, he quoted the Pseudo-Platonic Axiochos, 


attributed in his time to Aeschines Socraticus.) On other texts, see pp. 174-75 infra. 
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6. Ibtd., p. 256C: of & tpdoKotron é€é- 
KANOV Kal auToi, UITO TOU TTOAAOU Ka- 
KOU VIKTSEVTES 


7. Fragment 2, ed. Hase, p. 257A: 
&vatétpatrto TO tTpiv avtois Toov Kai 
Sikatov 


8. Ibid., p. 257D: 16 8 &trd TovTON, 
TOAEMOS Tuiv a&knpuKTi Kai BapBe- 
pois tyéveto, év © ote Ettinfyvuov 
ETL TAP’ Nyiv 


9. [bid., p. 258A: vouloavtes ds &ua 
Bot) TapaAnweoSar Tuas 


10. [bid., p. 258A: dds dard KOuns Tpoo- 
BoAds Trolouuévav 


11. Fragment 3, ed. Hase, p. 258C: 
PapBapor. ..dmrénoav Tpdés vuKTAa, PUAG- 
Eavtes TO TrEPiOpSpov 


12. [bid., p. 258C: ta tH Kaip por 
oUNMopa éEnptveETto, TElyos uev TO TrA- 
Aaiov dveysipoov 


13. Ibid., p. 258C: S1ScoKev Tovs gous 
EU TApaoKEeUdoIal Tpds Ta TOAEgUIA 


14. Ibtd., p. 258D: & pév eltrov gy téte, 
Kal a> ofwv Seotrotév paAAov &vtitroici- 
OIa1 TPOCOT}KEl, Kal TrPds¢ OloUS EASSUTAS Tiva 
aperciav treipGoSoi dm’ avtdy evploxery, 
Kai Ti trointéov éoti, Kai T&AAG Trévta, doa 
TOoTE eltrov gywm.. .waKkpdov &v efn tdévtTa 
epe€ijs Aéyerv BowAso9ar 

15. Ibtd., pp. 258D-259A: usta tov 


OoTpATH ioxvetv TOAAD xal Suvcauer 
UaxXns étraipeac9ar 


16. Idtd., p. 259A: twapasdceiv opa&s 


fuvéSevto 


17. Ibid., p. 259A: duoi.. .tHv.. apa 


&oUEVwWS TIaOaV goto 


Tbtd., 11:51:5-6: Kal of olxeion é€éxau- 
vov UTTO TOU TTOAAOU KaKOU VIKQ@UE- 
vol 


Ibid., 11:44:3: ot yap ofév te ioov 
[in the Bredenkamp edition, Leipzig, 
1799: fodv] t1 A Sixarov BouAderSar 


Ibid., 11:1:1: G&pyeton & & WdAEUOS 
évSévdSe dn "ASnvaiev Kai TeAotrovvn- 
olov Kal Tdv ExaTépois Euuudcyov, Ev oO 
ouTe éTeniyvuvto ét1 &knpuKtel 
Tap’ GAANAOUS 


Ibid., 11:81:4: évdprcav attoBoel &v 
TH TTOALV EAEIV 


Ibid., 11:18:1: teooBords trapsoKevcé- 
Covto To Teixel TOINOOUEVOL 


Ibid., 11:3:4: pua&Eavtes én viKta 
Kal aUTO TO TEpiopSpov 


Ibid., 11:3:3-4: tv’ &vti teiyous 4, Kai 
TOAAG EEtjp Tuo f ExaoToV épaiveto Tp ds 
T& TAapovTA EULqopov ~oeoSar 


Ibid., 1:18:3: trodeuotvtes. . .e trapeo- 
KEUGOAVTO TA TOAENIA 


Ibid., 11:36:4: [Pericles’ Funeral Ora- 
tion]: waxpnyopeiv év elSdow ot Bov- 
AduEVOS, &kow’ ard SE Ofas Te emitH- 
Sevoews HASov.. .Kai eS’ ofas troArtelas 
Kai tpdotov &€ ofwv peydda éyéveto, 
TAUTA SHAwoas Trpdtov elu 


Tbid., 11:97:5: ioyur 8& payns xai 


OTPATOU TANI TOAY Seutépa 


Ibid., 11:4:7: EuvéBnoav.. .mapa- 


Souvar opas atrtous 


Tbtd., V1:12:2: &pyeiv &ouevos aipe- 
Seis 


18. Finally, the third Fragment shares with chapters ninety-six and ninety- 
seven of Thucydides’ Second Book, chapters which occupy less than two 
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Teubner pages, a remarkably large cluster of the same words, regardless of the 
differences in contents between the two texts: 


Third Fragment Thucydides, Book Two 

p. 258D tot “lotpou 96:1: tov “lotpou 
Spopor Svtes 96:1: eloi &’ of Tétar. . .dyopor 
AUTOVOLOV 96:2: t&v atvtovéymv 

96:3 and 4: avtovdpous 
KaTa& T& Bdpera 96:4: trpds Boptav 
BaciAevovta 97:3: Baoirevoas 
p. 259A: tpocddous 97:5: trpoaddo 

Suvaper ways 97:5: ioytn 88 pays 


The eighteen parallels just adduced settle the question of our text’s genre: 
autograph or not, the Fragments are a literary work, utilizing at least one 
literary source; they are not travel notes jotted down hurriedly during the 
journey itself.6 Whoever proposes the contrary must claim that the narrator 
carried Thucydides’ text with him in his luggage rather than in his head on his 
trek through the steppe, and that he was influenced by the historian to the 
extent of covering, on one stormy day, exactly the same number of stadia— 
seventy—which Thucydides in his Second Book gives as the distance between 
Plataea and Thebes. 

Although our list of Thucydidean material in the Fragments is the fullest 
to date, the find itself is not new: Vasil’evskij observed one of the parallels 
as early as 1876, and Melikova pointed out several others in 1919. Not many 
scholars, however, seem to have given an explanation for these parallels. Those 
who did saw in them either a reflection of the narrator’s own affinity for the 
most tragic parts of Thucydides’ History—which helps us little in establishing 
the Fragments’ date—or proof of the quality of the literary education possessed 
by a Byzantine official of the late tenth century. 

On superficial inspection the latter interpretation can be defended. Although 
the extent of the Fragments’ use of Thucydides as a model seems unparalleled 
in Byzantine literature of the ninth and tenth centuries, Byzantine historians 
of other periods, from Procopius and Agathias in the sixth century to Chal- 
cocondyles and Critobulus in the fifteenth, imitated Thucydides in their writ- 
ings. Even in the middle of the tenth century, the Suda and Constantine 
Porphyrogenitus’ Excerpta de Legationibus and de Virtutibus et Vitirs quoted 


63 This was sensed by F. Uspenskij as early as 1904; cf. ‘‘F. Vestberg...’’ (as in Appendix I [a)), 
244. Of course, Uspenskij, who argued for a ninth- or early tenth-century date for the Fragments, 
asserted that they were not autograph, cf. ibid., 246, 248, 252, 253. That the Fragments were not a 
diary was also stated by Levéenko, ‘‘K voprosu...” (as in Appendix I [a]), 300-301. Levéenko, 
however, was aware of the Fragments’ dependence on Thucydides. 

64 Vasil’evskij, ‘‘Zapiska...”’ in Trudy, II (as in Appendix I), 164. 

65 S. V. Melikova, ‘‘Gotskij toparx i Fukidid,”’ Izvestija Rossijskoj Akademi Nauk, 6th Ser., XIII 
(1919), 1063-70. Melikova offers a few parallels not included in the present list. 

66 Cf, Melikova, ‘‘Gotskij...’’ (as in preceding note), 1068 and 1070; Levéenko, ‘‘K voprosu...’’ 
as in Appendix I [a]), 300. 
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from his History, and one Byzantine scholar established a particular recension 
of his text.®’ 

However, attributing the Fragments’ Thucydidean borrowings to a By- 
zantine of the tenth century poses difficulties. Byzantine historians turned to 
Thucydides for three purposes: they used him as a source for vocabulary, as 
a source for floscul1, and—primarily—as a model in treating their own subject 
matter. Faced with the plagues of 558 and 1347, respectively, Procopius and 
Cantacuzenus turned to Thucydides’ Second Book to borrow from his de- 
scription of the plague of 4308B.c. Agathias helped himself to the account of the 
siege of Plataea in order to depict that of Onoguris. Procopius and others used 
Thucydidean speeches, battles, characterizations of people, debates, and letters 
for speeches, battles, character portraits, or debates of their own; not to speak 
of the appearance of Thucydides’ opening words in many a Byzantine’s fro- 
oemium. Exceptions to this practice are very rare.® 

In the Fragments, the narrator does use Thucydidean words and idioms; 
when it comes to content, however, his procedure is peculiar. In parallels 
8-12, 14, and 16 borrowings do correspond more or less to the subject matter. 
However, in parallel 1 a kingdom is juxtaposed with water; in parallel 3, 
snowdrifts with a river; in parallel 4, a storm with the plague; and in parallel 15 
the statement in the Fragments is the opposite of Thucydides’. The narrator 
needed Thucydides’ passages for his own sentences and word clusters, regardless 
of their substance; he did not need them as much for stories of similar content.®? 
In exploiting Thucydides, the narrator did not go out of his way: his parallels 
are almost entirely derived from a single book of Thucydides, the Second, and 
we saw that a large cluster of borrowed words comes from two of that book’s 
chapters—ninety-six and ninety-seven. 

Besides Thucydides the narrator’s memory, his luggage, or his library at 
home appears to have contained other authors, even some who lived after the 
time to which Hase ascribed his manuscript. The parallels are as follows: 


IT. Fragment 1, ed. Hase, p. 255C: Aeschines, De falsa leg., cap. 127: 
EUOU.. .TOIS CUCCITOIS ElttévTOS, dds OU Sei Kav pow &1r6Ko1Tév pe TouTVI TrawTTOTE 
aTOKOITOUS TUSs.. . yevtoSar TOV COUVCCITWY yEyovEeval 


* Cf. C. de Boor, Excerpta Historica iussu Imp. Constantini Porphyrogeniti confecta, 1,2 (1903), 
436-38; A. Kleinlogel, Geschichte des Thukydidestextes im Mittelalter (Berlin, 1965), 102, 104, 158,169. 
Hase thought that Leo Diaconus did not use Thucydides; cf. Preface, Paris ed., p. IX = p. XX, Bonn. 
This was an error; compare, e.g., Leo Diac., Hist., 21,9-11, Bonn with Thucydides, III:82:4. 

8 A brief bibliography: H. Braun, ‘*Procopius Caesariensis quatenus imitatus sit Thucydidem,’’ 
Acta Seminarii philologici Evlangensis, 4 (1886), 161-221 (oldest and best); H. Lieberich, Studien zu 
den Proémien in der griechischen und byzantinischen Geschichtsschreibung, I-II (Munich, 1899-1900) ; 
G. Franke, Quaestiones Agathianae [= Breslauer Philologische Abhandlungen, 47] (1914); J. Draseke, 
“Thukydides’ Pestbericht (II, 47-53) und dessen Fortleben,” Jahvesbericht des deutschen philologischen 
Vereins, 40 (1914), 181-89; A. Cameron, ‘‘Herodotus and Thucydides in Agathias,’’ BZ, 57 (1964), 
33-52; eadem, Agathias (Oxford, 1970), 60-64. 

°° This is to say that while the narrator did what Hase held against middle-Byzantine writers— 
eorum |i.e., Classical authors’] phrases undique arreptas ad verbum transferebant in propria scripta, cf. 
Preface, Paris ed., p. IX = p. XX Bonn—he did it somewhat more clumsily. 
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*"AtroKoitos is rare, and its appearance in close proximity to ovoortos is rarer 
still. The very passage of Aeschines which contains these two words appears as 
an additional entry sub verbo &réxoitos in the New Stephanus, reedited by Hase. 
The addition is unsigned, but we know of other unsigned additions to the New 
Stephanus which Hase presumably made himself, since they are drawn from 


his edition of Leo Diaconus.” 


III. Fragment 1, ed. Hase, p.255C-D, 
combined with the words of note “‘b’’: 
Kal Trpds [Thy EauTOU QUCIV] AUTOV Exeivov 
UETATPETTONEVOU TOU TrepléyovTos, [PUGE! 
wuxpdoTtatos Kai xiwvadns (sic) S0- 
Kav,] Kpovovu 8 Kadoupévou. Kai yap étu- 
Ke Trepl Tas Apyas AUTOS Biuav “YSpoxdou 


IV. 1. Fragment 1, ed. Hase, pp. 
254D-255A: 10 USwp &travtayi wéT)- 
KTO...@§6 Kal trel#] Kal immois apohws 
igvar....00 yap USao1v obTw vdaouolv éw- 
KEL TX PEUWATA, GAA’ SpT OKAN PG [oKiepG] 
Tiva.. .25é5eikTo. . . . TeocievEev, KATH TEAG- 
yos immaoduevor. akwAUTWS Se Sia- 
Bavtes... 


Ptolemy, Apotelesmatica, p. 39,12- 
17, eds. Boll-Boer: 16 piv tou Kpo- 
VOU WUKTIK® Svti p&AAov Thy pUOlyV... 
&569n 6 te Alydoxepws cai 6 “YSpo xoos, 
WETS TOU Kal TAUTA TH Seodexapopia puKp & 
Kal YeLWEpIVa TUyKaveElV 

Ibid., p. 152, 22-23: 6 tov ‘Eppou 
doTnp TH péev ToU Kpdovov pos TO 
WYUXK POV CUVOIKELOULEVOS 


Agathias, Hist., 5:11:6 = ed. Key- 
dell, p. 177,21-28: t& pév peidpa... 
éttyy vuTo eis Ba&Sos Kal joav Sn oKAN Pa 
Kai Bdowa Kai inmmiAata...ZoPepyav 
Sé...Tas Sivas eUKOAMTATA SiaPaivel 
.. Kal undevdos autes KwAUNATOS yly VvO- 
MEVOU... Z2KUSOAV TTAPAPELYAHEVOS . . . TTPOO- 
EBOAAEv. 


Agathias’ description of the crossing of the Danube by Zabergan’s Kutrigur 
forces in March 559 may, but need not, have influenced the narrator's picture 
of the frozen Dnieper. The case is less ambiguous with the next set of passages: 


2. Fragment 1, ed. Hase, p. 256D: Agathias, Hist., 4:11:1 = ed. Key- 
ZoyeTtAiacev GAAos KATA THVETOpEVOY dell, p. 136,27-28: 14 &ySeo39ai kata 
TOV OTPATNYOAYV 


3. Fragment 2, ed. Hase, p. 257B: 


oyetAralovTés TE KATA TOV TYYEMOVOV 


The Fragments’ construction oxetAidleiv KatTé& Tivos is absent from dictionaries.” 
Agathias provides the closest parallel to this unicum (this parallel includes the 
people against whom the dissatisfaction is directed). In turn, Agathias’ own 
construction, &9eo9a1 kaT& Tivos, seems unique or at the very least quite rare: 
I was not able to find it elsewhere, and Keydell included it as noteworthy in his 
succinct Index Graecitatis. Consequently, unless we assume independent in- 


70 For entries from Leo in the New Stephanus (sixty of them), cf. Panayotakis, Aéwv 6 Atdxovos. .. 
(as in note 1 supra), 127 note 5. Of these, only four are signed with Hase’s name; however, in nearly 
one-half of the total his name is mentioned. 

71 Leo Diaconus has oyetAi&oas twice, once with éri and a dative, once with an accusative, cf. Hist., 
106,17, 139,23, Bonn. 
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vention, we may claim with some probability that Agathias’ passage did inspire 


our narrator. 


4. Fragment 1, ed. Hase, p. 256B: 
ous’ d&vatravoacSai trpds &Kkapi’*2 yapav 
[xpovov] fpiv tf xicov évedidou 


5. Fragment 1, ed. Hase, p. 256C: 
TO S€ xOAeTIOTATOV, ST1 Kai 1G TOAE- 
Ulas étropevouEedsa y iis 


Agathias, Hist., 4:18:6 = ed. Key- 
dell, pp. 145,31-146,1: dottep & ouv- 
Shwatos év &Kkapel xpdvou Tou ouvoi- 
OOVTOS EoTOYACHEVOL 


Ibid., 2:9:6 = ed. Keydell, p. 52,11- 
12: o0&é ToU.. .duqryvofjoat td tTroiov- 
Weva KOPa Eyiy veto 

Ibid., 2:21:4 = ed. Keydell, p. 68,6- 
7: WA ob yeyévntal yapa TO 
Oeodapa 

Ibtd., 4:14:5 = ed. Keydell, p. 140, 
24: xopav traptoyov éxelveo 

Agathias, Hist., 3:9:13 = ed. Key- 
dell, p. 95,7-8: &AA& trpds A&Lous trapa- 
TATTOVEVO!, Kal ToUTA év ToAEula y7 


The narrator also shares with Agathias a number of words and forms, such as 
ouTETTAyYEATWS, avaTétTpaTrTal, a&vaKwyt}, Siagavdds, TrapayeiBoyar, pndév ASixnkdtas, 
TreplopSpov, BapBapixatepov (cf. the Fragments’ ‘EAAnuixwtépwv tpdtev, p. 258D), 
and Vasil’evskij pointed out some of them.”3 True, most of those words occur 
in Thucydides as well, and it is the latter who may have determined the nar- 
rator’s choice. However, since the rare avterayyéAtws is absent from Thucydides, 


I should like to attribute it to Agathias’ influence. 


V. 1. Fragment 1, ed. Hase, p. 255A: 
6Sev Hiv TO KaTHpes Els Xapav peTA- 
BeBAnto 


2. Fragment 2, ed. Hase, p. 257A: 
CAA THY Muod vy AeiavKaAoupévny (indi- 
cating that a proverb is meant here) 
SéoSai 


Leo Diaconus, Hist., ed. Hase, p. 79A, 
Paris ed. = p. 128,1-2, Bonn: tis 88 
XElMEpI VIS KAT MELAS Els EapivivaiSpiav 
weTtTaBadrovons 

Ibtd., p. 31C, Paris ed. = p. 51,6-7, 
Bonn: émei 8 thv tov yxedsvos KaTtH- 
PEIAV EApIVai TpoTral Trpds yoAnvidcoav 
peteoxevalov iAapéotnta 


Leo Diaconus, Hist., ed. Hase, p. 46A, 
Paris ed. = p. 75,3, Bonn: Agiav 
Muocdv Séuevos 

Ihid., p. 70D, Paris ed. = 114,25, 
Bonn: Agciav éti9e1 Mucdév 


2 It is worth noting that in Leo Diaconus, Hist., 17,5, Bonn, Hase wrote éxapi, keeping the spelling 
of the Paris manuscript: &tovnti te kal é&kapij. In that passage, as in the Fragments, the adverb stands 
alone. Whenever Leo combined it with év, Hase wrote é&xapei. 

® Vasil’evskij, “‘Zapiska...’’ in Trudy, II (as in Appendix I), 152, 156—57,160. 
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In itself, the occurrence of the same well-known proverb in two texts edited 
by the same scholar does not warrant special notice. What does make the 
coincidence noteworthy is the combination, in both texts, of the same verb 
(S9toSa1, Séyevos, éti9e1) with the proverbial saying. This combination is quite rare. 
Usually, Muodév Agia is connected with efvon, ylyveoSan, éxerv, Troisiv, TroieioSau, épyd- 
leoSau, katepya&leoSou, &rrodeixvucSa1. I found only two examples of t19évai connect- 
ed with Muodv Asia, in Theodore Prodromus’ and Nicetas Eugenianus’ verses. 
In fact, these two cases are only one, since Nicetas imitates Theodore.” 


3. Ibid., p. 257C: &v9pwrtroi te, HS1Kn- Ibid., p.2 6D, Parised. = p. 43,11-12, 
KOTES pndév Bonn: époi 8 towteov eiSnKoT: pndév 


However, the codex unicus of Leo has here tovtov fSox..... Sev, and Hase made 
the following felicitous—and surely correct—conjecture on the margin of 
page 26D: ut possis legere tottov HSuxnkdTi, nihil illum laedentr. Thus, in this 
passage of Leo, Hase proposed writing *5xnkoT: pndév, which, but for the case, 1s 
precisely what the Fragments’ narrator wrote in his own notes. 


4. Ibid., p. 257D: évapordynto. . .cas Ibid., p. 15D, Paris ed. = p. 26,14, 
TH TEP! PUXAS vUV hiv KivVSuvEvETAL Bonn: Sinyovilovto, tepi wuxty Kiv- 
SUVEVOVTES 


Again, Hase proposed ‘“‘f(ortasse) wuyiis’’ in the margin of page 15D, which was 
precisely the construction used by the Fragments’ narrator in the same phrase.” 


VI. 1. Fragment 1, ed. Hase, p. 256B: De Velit. Bell., ed. Hase, p. 136B, 

ovK iv TUpad KavOoal Paris ed. = p. 211,10, Bonn: xai tupa 
wAsiota &vatteiv; cf. zbid., p. 164D, 
Paris ed. = 254,20, Bonn: tvupd... 
&vawal TOAAG 


2. Fragment 2, ed. Hase, p. 257A: Ibid., p. 118C, Paris ed. = p. 185,8, 

TPOTTAIG Te TA PEYLIOTA KATAPI@KECAY Bonn: péy1ota Kat’ autaév dveotioato 
todotraia; cf. bid., p. 154B, Paris ed. 
= p. 238,20, Bonn: peyaaa.. .épyaon 
TPOTTAIG 


74 Prodromus: Rhodanthe and Dosicles, 1:26, ed. Hercher, Evotici Scriptores Graeci, II (1859), 289; 
Eugenianus: Drosilla and Charicles, 1:22, ibid., 437. Hase also noted the proverb Mucév Aciav (with the 
verb trotio9a1) in his edition of the second Dialogue of Emperor Manuel IT (with a Mohammedan) ; 
cf. Notices et extraits des manuscrits de la Bibliotheque Imperiale... 8, 2 (1810), 375; furthermore, he 
quoted it (with the verb xatepyd&leoSa1) in a passage from ’EmSnyla Mélagi, cf. 2b¢d., 9,2 (1813), 189.— 
For the proverb itself, cf. Leutsch-Schneidewin, Paroemiographi Graeci, II, p. 38, who adduce our pas- 
sage of Fragment 2 (this is, to my knowledge, the only quotation from the Fragments in a modern 
philological work) ; cf. also J. Fr. Boissonade, Anecdota Graeca, 3 (Paris, 1831), 113 note 1. 

75 Professor Panayotakis provided the following list of words and expressions from Leo which are 
close to words or phrases found in the Fragments: atravtaxjj (Paris ed., p. 254D = p. 497,6, Bonn), 
103,6, Bonn; attofoel aipeiv (cf. dua Bot tapadtweoSan, 258A = 501,34), 7,3, 29,18, 43,2, 52,10, 55,5, 
66,8, 71,22, 131,10, 135,2, 171,7; B:y7 (258B, note b = 501, note ****), 110,22; Eoyov payaipas or alyutis 
(cf. yeipdiv Epyov Kal Eipous, 257C = 501,18), 12,9, 14,15, 29,17, 56,17, 74,20; péytota tpdétraia (257A = 
501,4), 158,3; Sopa: (258D = 503,33), 62,12, 99,19, 150,16. 


TOPARCHA GOTHICUS 151 


3. Ibid., p. 257C: yeipav Epyov xal €i- 
gous éyévovto 


4. Ibid., p. 258A: é&6...1dAews TpOO- 
BoAds TrOLOULEVOV 


5. Ibid., p. 258B, note “b’’: 81x 7 Tov 
otpatovtrapaTtégavtes [i.e., thenarrator] 


VII. Fragment 1, ed. Hase, p. 255C: 
TOU TOWTOU TOV GoTOWY EoTTEpIOV Ha- 
o1v 45n Troiouvtos...(Kpdovou 51) KaAou- 
WEVvoU) 


Ibid., p. 133C, Parised. = p. 207,5-6, 
Bonn: ‘odAdots...épyov payaipas 
TIOINOOVTAl 


Ibid., p. 151D, Paris ed. = pp. 234, 
25-—235,1, Bonn: TroAAous avTaév payat- 
pas Epyov Troinjons 


Ibid., p. 165A, Paris ed. = p. 255,4, 
Bonn: év 16 péow iotépevor tty TpOG- 
BoAty ToinowvTal 


Ibid., p. 131D, Paris ed. = p. 204,4— 
5, Bonn: 6 otpatnyés... 51x 7 Tov Aadv 
auto 5:éAn; cf. cbed., p. 149A, Paris 
ed. = p. 230,20, Bonn: tavtas tofvuv 
51x fj Sedov [1.e., 6 Tou SAou otpateupa- 
tos doxnydos]; zb7d., p. 160A, Paris ed. 
= p. 247,17-18, Bonn: ovvayayov... 


TO.. .oTPATEUPA Kal Six fF] avTOUS SieAcv 


Psellus, De omnif. doctr., 134 = p. 70, 
6—7, ed. Westerink: év mp&tos éotiv 
6 Tou Kpdvou Acyduevos &oT1p%6 
Paris Suppl. Grec 811, fol. 224v, de- 
scription of Palatinus Graecus 356 in 
Hase’sown hand: Breve excerptum... 
de septem planetis .. .mitium fol. 169 
recto: tv Ti) TWowTH Cavn Tou ovpavou 
Kpdvos éotiv 

Ptolemy, Apotelesmatica, pp. 143,19- 
144.4, eds. Boll-Boer: tpdtov yap 
él t&v cdotépwv 6 wev ToU Kpdovou... 
SuTIKOS. . .UITaPYoOV...TH...Kpdoe TO 
uaAAov Exovtas [1.e., people] év Ta fepd 
Kai wuxXpd Ctrotei» 


That Saturn was the “‘first’’ of the stars was implied ever since that planet 
was assigned the outermost or “‘highest’’ position in the sequence of spheres. Ac- 
cordingly, in the Epinomis the list of the three outer planets begins with Saturn ; 
and Ptolemy in the Almagest calls the sphere of Saturn “‘the largest’ and 
that of Jupiter ‘‘the second.’’ Similar instances can be multiplied, and include 
Theodore Metochites, whose astronomical work Hase quoted and described in 
detail.”” However, I found no examples, other than the three just adduced, of 


76 The parallel was also pointed out by Vasil’evskij, ‘‘Zapiska...’’in Trudy, II (asin Appendix I), 150. 
7” Epinomis, 987c 3-5; Almagest, [X:1 = II, 115, ed. Halma (1816) = II, 206,19-20, ed. Heiberg; 
cf. Geminus, Elemenia, I,24, ed. Manitius; Cleomedes, 30, ed. Ziegler; Metochites, Intr. Asiy.,1,13 = e.g., 
Vaticanus Gr. 1365, fol. 32V. Hase’s description of the Vaticanus is in Paris Suppl. Gr. 811, fols. 24*-38r. 
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Saturn being explicitly called ‘‘the first of the stars.’ The source of Psellus is 
either Stobaeus or Pseudo-Plutarch, De placitis bhilosophorum.” Thus, the nar- 
rator may have been influenced by Stobaeus; however, the tenor of our Frag- 
ment seems closer to Psellus than to either of his two presumed sources. Hase’s 
note in Paris Supplément Grec 811 is a part of his description of Palatinus 
Graecus 356. At the time of Hase’s writing, the Palatinus was in Paris; the note 
is thus prior to 1815. 


VIII. Fragment 3, ed. Hase, p. 259A: 
EKEIVOS MEV TTAVTOS HAAAOV UETCOV TO 
TPayUa EAoyioato 


Timarion, ed. Hase (1813), p. 195, 
10-12: otopin...mpoonyyioanvev...pei- 
Covi PGAAOV T KATH TA PPEATEIA 


To the word paddov Hase appended the note: Szc Cod., drawing attention to 
this unusual combination of two comparatives. In the index of Timarion, p. 161, 
Hase entered: paAAov cum comparativo, 195,12. Again, there is nothing remark- 
able about the use of y&AAov with a comparative in two Byzantine texts edited by 
the same author. But the combination of p&AAov with the same word in both 
cases presents more of a coincidence. 

One more set of passages will conclude our discussion of Greek parallels to 
the Fragments.” These passages form a category apart, since they come from 
Hase’s original Greek writings: from his secret Diary, preserved in Paris Sup- 
plément Grec 1363 (see figs. 24-27) and in an excerpt published in 1868, and 


from a letter to Saint-Martin. 


IX. 1. Fragment 1, ed. Hase, p. 255C: 
Tpds autév [sc. the “‘cold’’ planet Sa- 
turn]... WeTATPETTOMEVOU TOU TTEPLEXOV- 
tos [sc. the air] 


Ibid., p. 255D: ev81e1votépov Kal Tot 
TEPLEXOVTOS Sederypevou 


Paris Suppl. Grec 1363, p. 119 (entry 
for July 23, 1843): Av tpi vepadns 6 


TEpleXov...UoTtepov SE KATHVEXST VETOs 


Ibid., p. 17 (entry for March 20, 1821): 


EYQIPOUTV OTI OUK Ty EVSIA 


Ibid., p.44 (entry for August 1, 1830): 
ét1 eUSias Kai KAaVOEWS OUONS 

A. R. Rhangabe in ’ESvixov ‘Hyepodo- 
yiov tou...étous 1868, p. 78 (entry for 
June 29, 1837): dvodaptrovens mdAiv 
Ths evdias 


78 Stobaeus: 1:24:1! — I, p. 203 ed. Wachsmuth; Ps.-Plutarch: 11:15 = Diels, Doxographi Graect, 
pp. 344,17-—345,3. 

7 This is not to say that other parallels to the Fragments are difficult to find. By way of example, 
I mention three passages from Synesius’ Letter 4 (description of an adventurous journey by sea): 
oxeTtMalévrov Sé hud, ed. Hercher, Epistolographi Graeci, 640a (cf. Fragments, Paris ed., pp. 256C, 
257B = pp. 498,28, 501,9, Bonn); *pdsv Sé &€ d&rreipias xeip’ Errixpotouvtwy ibid., 643d (cf. Fragments, 
255A, D = 497,17, 498,2-3); éyypinwovtes ckapi tétpg ibid., 643d (cf. Fragments, 256B = 498,20). 
Hase quotes from Synesius’ Letters: cf., e.g., his Leo, Paris ed., p. 211A = p. 435, Bonn. 

80 On Hase’s Diary, its copyists Diibner and Reinach, and the excerpt published by Rhangabe, 
cf. pp. 167-169; Appendix ITI, and figs. 24-27. 
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‘O mrepitxwv [sc. dp] is a rare term for “‘air, atmosphere, weather.’’§! Yet, 
it not only occurs twice in the Fragments, but also reappears in Hase’s own 
Greek prose. The Fragments’ evStewotépou is echoed by ev8ia of the Diary. 


2. Fragment 1, ed. Hase, p. 256D: Paris Suppl. Grec 1363, p. 32 (entry 

eVvar Sé Thy vixta ai dotrides trpootjecav for October 11, 1829): Av opddpa Kex- 
Unkas, ot’ ue cig ESvnv ievor Sn trepi 
évSexatTnv Opav (cf. fig. 27) 


"ESvnv does not exist in Greek; moreover, this word has no accent in Paris 
Supplément Grec 1363. The sense postulated for it in the context of Hase’s entry 
is ““bed.”’ I submit that 8 in évnv is the copyist’s (Reinach’s or Diibner’s) error 
for ¥, upsilon with an acute. We thus obtain evvny, “bed’”’ (instead of the correct 
euviv), for Hase’s original. This would mean that both he and the Fragments’ 
narrator committed precisely the same error in Greek accentuation. 


3. Fragment 1, ed. Hase, p. 255B: Paris Suppl. Grec 1363, p. 11 (entry 
ws &Bdtous Tas 51650us oieoSat for October 4, 1814): Zuvoucia ovv tH 
Koon) THs 51d50u [1.e., felle de la rue] 
Ibid., p. 42 (entry for July 28, 1830): 
Ev peylotn Kavoel.. .é5eitrvnoa év 8168 
(de l’Opéra ?) 
Ibid., p. 44 (entry for July 30, 1830): 
év Kavoel eSeitrunoa év ywvia tis 51650u 
Choiseul 
Ibid., p. 99 (entry for July 7, 1840): 
Weta Se Seitrvov év 8168 a Euveyevouny Ti... 
Aioses, familiar from Thucydides, usually means ‘‘passage’’; in the Fragments 
and in Hase’s Diary, however, the meaning is the concrete one of “road, street, 
avenue.” 


4. Fragment 1, ed. Hase, p. 255A: Paris Suppl. Grec 1363, p. 62 (entry 


Kai yeipas &vaKpotioavtes ikavdds, 1p00- for December 9, 1833): Mpidttns, ds 
ieuev tv ikavds poptixds 

Fragment 2, ed. Hase, p. 258A: Ibid., p. 77 (entry for December 29, 
tT Yi\.. .ixavds é&eprjuwto 1836): e&iSa§a, ola, ikavdds Kardds 


Iiid., p. 99 (entry for July 7, 1840): 


Nudd Seitrvouvtev ikavdas Kards 


Ibtd., p. 123 (entry for January 9, 
1844): év ti “Pooporxi [i.e., modern 
Greek] éxpodoei oav dxpoatal ikavds 
TOAAOI, Soov 6KkTw 

*} Examples of this meaning are given in the New Stephanus, s.v. Granted, the term is documented 


for one genuine tenth-century text, Genesius, Regum, 101,4-5, Bonn: exposed to the cold, an ascete 
opodpas OXp1& kal Ti] Tukvace: TOU trepiéxovTos S5uvnpas ppiKid. 
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Both in the Fragments and in the Diary ixavés means “‘quite, quite a...,’’ in 
German, ziemlich. Hase himself attributed such a meaning to ixavés in a similar 
context; this is apparent from his lecture notes of the years 1818-64 in Paris 
Supplément Grec 1347. While explaining, on page 31, the modern Greek sentence 
SinASouev péxpt ToUSe Thy Kal év auti) ixavdss oxoteiviy iotopiav, he wrote “‘assez’’ 
above ixavéds. 

The following two words, which do not occur with great frequency in Greek, 
appear both in the Fragments and in Hase’s own writings: 


5. Fragment 1, ed. Hase, p. 256B: Paris Suppl. Grec 1363, p. 43 (entry 
"Avakwyx iis 8’ otSapdSev trpocSoKkwpevns for July 29, 1830): ...d&vaxwyh Sr- 
Awv... [i.e., armistice] 


6. Ibid., p. 254D: 16 twp atravtayF Paris Nouvelles Acquisitions Francat- 


TETTNKTO ses 9115, p. 115, Hase’s letter to Saint- 
Tbid., p. 255C: ottas. . .Aaptrpdss 6 yeI- Martin: “Actos [i.e., Hase] ...6... 
Wdov Siéoye TAVTAY FI ATAVTAY F Tovijpws Trodttave2 


The Fragments’ narrator hesitated between the ordinary ovv- and the uv-, 
which was Attic, and therefore Thucydidean as well. Zuv- was for him the norm, 
and the instances of ovv- should be considered as oversights. The sequence of 
Fragment 1, page 254C— ...ouvnpdooeto kal Euvérrimte Kai doayou TouTo EupBain 
... —is a convenient illustration of this distribution. Given the subject matter 
treated in Hase’s Diary, his entries contain doublets such as ovvovoia and 
Euvoucia, ouveyevounv and €uveyevdunv, and combinations such as €uveyevouny ovv 
thy SuoTuyeoT&tHy ouvouciav. These together with less vivid terms such as €uvtiv- 
tnoa, uvtuyia, Evyypagn, EvvéSpiov, EuveiArip9noav, Evvédeuors, and €uv, show that in 
the course of his career Hase treated ouv- and €vv- in a manner quite similar to 
that in which the narrator used this prefix in the Fragments, with Hase’s prefer- 
ence, too, going to the Attic form. 

In the preceeding catalogue of parallels, those coming from Psellus and 
Timarion are admittedly more tentative than those derived from Thucydides 
or Leo Diaconus. If there is any merit to them, however, the accepted dating of 
the Fragments will have to be revised, since Psellus died in the seventies of the 
eleventh century and the author of Timarion wrote in the twelfth. 

Similarities between Hase’s Greek and that of the narrator are more per- 
plexing, for they take us down to the nineteenth century. They include the use 
of the same rare term, the likely occurrence of the same error in accentuation, 
and a similar treatment of €uv-. These similarities may be fortuitous. If they are 
not, they still may be due to the Fragments’ influence upon the Greek of their 
discoverer. However—we must admit the possibility—the reverse may be true 
as well. 

82 Cf. also Fragment 1, ed. Hase, 256B: ovx fv tup& katoa1, and the derivatives of Kalo which 


appear in Hase’s Diary: Paris Suppl. Gr. 1363, 87 (November 29, 1838): dot’ gyol KauSfvar ppIKTds 
Tes TO SaKTUMOV, and xavors, ‘‘heat,” pp. 42, 44, 45, 159 (entries dating from 1830 to 1857). 
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REALIA. We pass now to the Fragments’ unusual vealza. Among these, I shall 
single out two toponyms and the reference to the planet Saturn. 

1. As far as one can make out, the KAiyata that had been destroyed by the 
barbarians and resettled and fortified by the narrator was a town, and Hase 
himself understood it in this way.® It has been recently observed that this 
meaning for KAiyata is unique in a Byzantine text, either with reference to the 
Crimea or to any other area, and already a hundred years ago, the meaning of 
this word in the Fragments struck Vasil’evskij as peculiar. His way out of the 
difficulty was to identify the narrator’s residence at KAlfyata with the town 
KAguades mentioned in Procopius’ De Aedific1s. This caused Vasil’evskij to place 
the Fragments’ action in Bulgaria; while a Rumanian scholar who likewise 
accepted the meaning ‘‘town”’ for KAivata located it in Capidava (modern 
Calachioi) in Dobrudja.® 

What appears as an unparalleled usage of KAipata to modern scholars was a 
plausible interpretation to a reader of, for instance, Anselmo Banduri’s edition 
of Constantine Porphyrogenitus’ De Administrando Imperio, published in 1711. 
In chapter forty-two of his work, Constantine speaks twice of the xéotpa té&v 
KAiwatoov near Kherson, and Banduri translates it by urbes Climatum on both 
occasions. Accordingly, on Banduri’s map of the Empire the southern tip of the 
Crimea shows four small circles, arranged in a crescent, under the caption 
Climata.®* These circles represent towns, each of which could presumably be 
called Klimata. Such an understanding of the term xéotpa tév KAisc&toov was 
current in standard eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century works on the 
historical geography of the Black Sea coast. Charles de Peyssonnel adopted it 
when he said in 1765 “‘je croirois que c’est aux environs de Baly-Klava [Bala- 
klava] qu’étoient les xéotpa tév KAipétov, urbes Climatum, de Constantin Por- 
phyrogénéte. C’est en effet dans cet endroit-la que M. de I’Isle les a placées dans 
sa carte de Empire d’Orient, composée d’aprés le Theme [i.e., De Thematibus] 
de ce prince.’’®’ On maps inserted opposite pages 87 and 107 of his work, 
Peyssonnel places the legend urbes Climatum west of Mangup in the southwest 
Crimea. 

However, the closest parallel to the meaning of ‘‘town’’ for the Klimata of 
the Fragments occurs not in Peyssonnel, but in a work by a lady follower of 
his. Mrs. Maria Guthrie, formerly Acting Directress of the Imperial Convent 
for the Education of the Female Nobility of Russia, ‘performed a tour”’ of 


83 Cf. Hase’s index to Leo, s.vv. Clemata, Paris ed., p. 290 = p. 577, Bonn: C. castrum; fossa, 
298 = 587: castrum Clematum; Taurica, 322 = 620: in T. Chersoneso castrum Clematum. 

84 Nystazopoulou, ‘‘Note...’’ (as in Appendix I [c]), 324 note 7, with bibliography; Vasil’evskij, 
““Zapiska...’’? in Trudy, II (as in Appendix I), 197, 200. 

* Vasil’evskij, ‘‘Zapiska...’’ in Trudy, II (as in Appendix I), 202-205. Cf. Procopius, De Aedif., 
IV:4 (= p. 124,7, ed. Haury). We know nothing about KAéyades, cf. V. BeSevliev, Zur Deutung der 
Kastellnamen in Prokops Werk ‘‘De Aedificiis’’ (1970), 114. The Rumanian scholar is Petre Diaconu, 


“Zur Frage. ..,’’ 330-31, and ‘‘Despre datarea...,’’ 1228: cf. also Condurachi-Barnea-Diaconu, ‘‘Nou- 
velles recherches. ..,’’ 158 (all three articles as in Appendix I [c]}). 

86 Anselmo Banduri, Imperium Orientale..., II (Paris, 1711), ‘‘Animadversiones in Constantini 
Porphyvogentit libros de Thematibus, & de Administrando Imperio...,’’ map between pp. 32,33. 


* Charles de Peyssonnel, Observations historiques et géographiques sur les peuples barbares qui ont 
habité les bords du Danube et du Pont-Euxin (Paris, 1765), 92-93. 
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the Crimea in the years 1795-96 and conveyed her impressions in ninety-three 
letters which she addressed in French to her husband, Matthew Guthrie, M.D.., 
in St. Petersburg. Dr. Guthrie translated these letters into English, rounded 
them out with historical, geographic, and numismatic information and publish- 
ed them, after his wife’s death, in London in 1802.8 

Speaking of Climata in her Letter XX XIII, Mrs. Guthrie simplified the 
statement of Peyssonnel, her guide “‘in all doubtful cases,’’ by changing his 
phrase into the singular. In the opening sentence of the letter, she declared: 
“We next visited the town of Balaklava, the Urbs Climatum of Constantinus 
Porphyrogenitus.’’ Further along in the same letter, she described a fort nearby 
and concluded: ‘‘This mountain fort, probably placed on the scite of the antient 
Greek city of Klimatum [note the use of the singular again], must in all ages 
have been a place of refuge for the merchants and their goods, who, when the 
enemy appeared, probably left the open lower town for the protection of the 
fortified city on the hill.’’® Finally, the map of the Crimea appended to her 
book displays an urbs Climatum, again in the singular, near Balaklava and not 
far from the southernmost tip of the peninsula (cf. fig. 28). 

Given the close parallel in meaning between the Klimata of the Fragments 
and the ‘‘Greek city of Klimatum”’ of Mrs. Guthrie, it is important to note one 
coincidence: Hase was using her book in 1816. In the memorandum on Suroz- 
Sudak which he addressed to Count Rumjancev on July 7 of that year, Hase 
referred to ‘‘“Madame Guthrie (A tour through Taurida etc. London 1802.4. 
p. 127)” who “‘assure qu’elle [i.e., the city of Sudak] étoit déja en 786 siege d'un 
Archeveché.’’® The reference was correct. 

We shall return to Mrs. Guthrie shortly in connection with another place- 
name occurring in the Fragments. A fourth eighteenth-century treatise, the 
Memoria Populorum, by Johann Gotthilf Stritter, dating from 1774, will close 
our discussion of the Klimata. It took over Banduri’s translation of chapter 
forty-two of De Administrando Imperto; with it went the term Climatum urbes, 
duly glossed ta xactpa tov KAipatav.®! No wonder that Hase, who knew and 
quoted all four works—those of Banduri and Guthrie in the letter of 1816 to 
Rumjancev®2—understood the Fragments’ KAtwota to have been a town or, to be 


88 4 Tour, Performed in the Years 1795-6 Through the Taurida, Or Crimea, The Antient Kingdom 
of Bosphorus, The... Republic of Tauric Cherson...by Mrs. Maria Guthrie... described in A Sertes of 
Letters to Hey Husband, The Editor, Matthew Guthrie, M.D.... (London, 1802). 

8 4 Tour... (as in preceding note), 109 and 112; the reference to Peyssonnel as ‘‘guide’’ appears 
ibid., 25. Incidentally, the layout of Mrs. Guthrie’s city shows some similarity to the Klimata of the 
third Fragment. 

9 Hase to Rumjancev, 6; cf. Appendix II B and fig. 20. 

%1 J. G. Stritter, Memoriae populorum olim ad Danubium, Pontum Euxinum... incolentrum, e 
Scriptoribus Historiae Byzantinae..., II (St. Petersburg, 1774), 1042. 

92 Cf. Notices et extraits des manuscrits de la Bibliothéque du Roi..., 11, 2 (1827), 284 note 3 (Hase 
quotes and discusses Peyssonnel’s Observations); Hase to Fallmerayer, letter of May 15, 1825, cf. 
Kollautz, ‘‘Jacob..”’ (as in note 2 supra), 314 (quotation from Peyssonnel’s Traité sur le commerce de la 
Mer Noire, II [1787], 7); Notices et extraits des manuscrits de la Bibliothéque Impériale.., 8, 2 (1810), 267 
note 1 (Hase states that he used Stritter’s Memoriae) ; Hase to Rumjancev, letter of July 7, 1816, 4-5 
(reference to Banduri), and 6 (reference to Mrs. Guthrie) (cf. Appendix IT B and figs. 18-20); marginal 
note 1 in the Paris ed., p. 258B = p. 503, note *, Bonn (reference to Banduri’s Imperium Orientale, 


I, 113B). 
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more precise, a castrum. In so doing, he simply followed the interpretation of 
Constantine Porphyrogenitus’ text offered in the learned literature at his dis- 
posal. Hase placed the KAfuota near Kherson, because the term, which occurs 
thirteen times in Constantine Porphyrogenitus (eleven times in De Admims- 
trando Imperio and twice in De Thematibus), appears ten times in immediate 
connection with the place-name Kherson.®® What would appear more natural to 
a reader of a hitherto unknown text illustrating Leo Diaconus’ words Xepodvos 
é&Awoiv than to encounter the term KAjyata in that text? or more natural to a 
falsarius than to put it there and endow it with a meaning current at his own 
time? 

Whoever casts suspicion on the Fragments’ toponyms owes an alternate 
explanation for two traits which give our text a ring of authenticity: the ita- 
cistic spelling KAjyata and the appearance of the city of Maurokastron in the first 
Fragment. The spelling with n is easily disposed of. Hase did not have to con- 
sult Parisinus Graecus 2009, an important manuscript of De Administrando 
Imperio showing KAjuota throughout, since Banduri, whom he quoted, con- 
veniently informed him that caeterum apud eundem Constantinum scribitur «Ato 
ut Kripa. . .et wta varie scriptum .. .passim reperitur apud Auctores.™ 

At first, the difficulty with Maurokastron appears to be serious, since this 
place is impeccably attested in a twelfth-century manuscript as the seat of an 
(ephemeral?) metropoly vias ‘Pwotas.9° Whatever the exact location of that 
Maurokastron and the time of its elevation to the metropolitan rank may have 
been, both are close to the place and time of the Fragments. Consequently, the 
appearance of that place-name in our text does constitute an argument for its 
genuineness. In providing alternative explanations for the occurrence of Mau- 


8 De Administrando Imperio: 1,28 [= p. 48]; 10,5, 8, 11,10, 11, 12 [= p. 64]; 37,38-39 [= p. 168]; 
42,8 [= p. 182]; 42,72, 82, 86 [= p. 186], eds. Moravesik and Jenkins, 2nd ed., Dumbarton Oaks Texts, 
I (Washington, D.C., 1967); De Thematibus: 1,56 [= p. 86]; 12,3 [= p. 98], ed. Pertusi. Constantine 
Porphyrogenitus is the only author known to me besides our narrator to have used the term ‘‘Klimata”’ 
as a toponym. 

* On the spelling in Parisinus Gr. 2009, cf., e.g., the index to De Adm. Imp. (as in previous note), 
323, s.v. KAipata; cf. Banduri, Imperium Orientale... (as in note 86 supra), 33. 

*° Cf. E. Honigmann, ‘‘Studies...’’ (as in Appendix I [b]), 158-62 (date of foundation: between 
1060 and 1064). Recently, in an ingenious theory, A. Poppe took the Maurokastron of Paris Coislin 
211, fol. 261v to bea Greek calque for Cernigov (éerne=black), and connected with that manuscript’s 
entry a short-lived Rus’ metropoly attested in one source for the seventies of the eleventh century; 
cf. J. Poppe, ‘‘Russkie mitropolii...’’ (as in Appendix I [c], esp. pp. 97-101; idem, ‘‘L’organisation 
diocésaine de la Russie aux XIe—-XIIe siécles,”’ Byzantion, 40 (1970, published in 1971), esp. 180-81, 
and “Uwagi o najstarszych dziejach koéciola na Rusi. III...,’’ Przeglad Historyczny, 56 (1965), esp. 
557-60. If accepted, Poppe’s theory would remove the Maurokastron of the Coislin manuscript from 
any discussion of the Fragments, since nobody has ever claimed that the narrator’s party was returning 
North to Cernigov rather than toa Maurokastron situated somewhere South of Borion. Tempting as I 
find it, I hesitate to accept the theory. While it is clear that *Aotrpéxactpov translated Bélgoroda, it is 
less clear why Mavpéxaotpov should have translated Cernigove which, after all, is not Cerns gorods. 
Further, the untranslated form Tlepviywya occurs as early as the tenth century. Finally the designation 
vex “Pwoia (puzzling in any case) is less likely for Cernigov, one of the oldest Rus’ towns, than for a 
place at the mouth of the Dniester. Pending the appearance of further evidence on behalf of the 
Cernigov theory, I shall assume that the Maurokastron of the Coislin manuscript was on the Dniester, 
as Honigmann did, but that it was not ephemeral; it seems to have changed its name, to have been 
demoted to a bishopric, and to have continued as Td comTpoKaotpov, eis TO oTdpI0v TOU gAfocou TrotapLoy 
[= the Dniester], which by the mid-fourteenth century was the bishopric of the metropoly of ‘Pwota 
td&v KuaBoov, also called MeydAn ‘Pwoia. Cf. Parisinus Gr. 1356 (date: 1342-1347 ?), fols. 294r-v, 
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rokastron in the Fragments, I[ shall leave aside the fact that the manuscript 
which mentions the metropoly of Maurokastron, Paris Cozslin 211, folio 2617, 
was accessible to Hase and shall merely remind the reader that Maurocastrum 
(with the variants Moncastro, Malvocastro, Maocastro, and the like) does occur 
in Western documents and on mediaeval maps, starting from 1290 and 1318, 
respectively, where it is put at the mouth of the Dniester.*® In particular, the 
Catalan atlas of 1375 displays the spelling Mavro Castro; it was discovered in 
the Paris Library in 1803 or 1804, that is, at a time when Hase was already 
regularly frequenting the establishment in which he was to find permanent 
employ one or two years later.®’ In addition to manuscript maps, Mavro Castro 
on the Dniester was adduced in printed works of Hase’s time: the example I 
came across is Count Jan Potocki’s book which dates from 1796.% 

In Hase’s view, however, the context of the Fragments pointed to the 
Crimea; it is therefore arguable that the narrator’s Mavpéxactpov should be 
looked for there rather than near the Dniester. A Crimean MavpdéKxaotpov was a 
relatively recent settlement, but its name, connected with Karasubazar in the 
Crimea, was quoted in a famous eighteenth-century geographical encyclopedia.” 
On the other hand, Maurum Castrum is mentioned, along with Caffa and Sodaia 
(Sugdaea), as one of the Franciscan establishments in Tartarta Aquilonans. 
Although it is probable that Maurokastron on the Dniester was meant there as 
well,! eighteenth-century works did connect this Franciscan establishment 
with the Crimea.!°! Even the Franciscan document which displays that name 
in what could be viewed as a Crimean context was accessible to Hase, since one 
version of it was printed in the ninth volume of Wadding’s standard Annales 
Minorum, which appeared in 1734.10 


%® A clear presentation of the evidence involved is given by Bratianu, ‘‘VicinaII...’’ (as in Appendix 
I [b)). 

97 Cf. J. A.C. Buchon and J. Tastu, ‘‘Notice d’un atlas en langue catalane, manuscrit de l’an 1375, 
conservé parmi les manuscrits de la Bibliothéque Royale, sous le n° 6816, fonds ancien, folio maximo,”’ 
Notices et extraits des manuscrits de la Bibliothéque du Roi..., 14, 2 (1841), esp. 82. Hase was appointed 
to a permanent position in the manuscript division of the Bibliothéque Nationale in September 1805: 
cf. Delisle, Le cabinet..., II (as in note 24 supra), 280. 

%® Mémoire sur un nouveau Peryple [sic] du Pont Euxin (Vienna, 1796), 8. 

° A_F. Biisching, Grosse Evdbeschreibung..., IV [= Das Asiatische Russland und die Krimische 
Tartarei] (1784), 348: ‘‘10) Kara-Su oder Karabasar... die Griechen haben sie vormals Mavpov Kaotpov 
genannt.”’ For other editions, cf. Biisching’s Evdbeschreibung... (8th ed., 1787), 1225 and Thounmann, 
Description de la Crimée... (Strasbourg, 1786), 43: ‘‘10) Kara-sou ou Karasubasar, appelée autrefois 
par les Grecs Mavron-Kastron’”’; Thounmann seems originally to have written his description of the 
Crimea for Biisching’s work; cf. his Description..., 2. For the statement that Karasubazar in the 
Crimea was a recent Tartar town, perhaps later than the sixteenth century, cf. Bertier-Delagarde, 
‘“K voprosu...” (as in Appendix I [b]), 7. In 1837, the inhabitants of Karasubazar no longer re- 
membered their town’s having been called Mavron Kastron; cf. P. Keppen [= P. 1. Koppen], 
Krymskij Sbornik. O drevnostjax juznogo berega Kryma i gor Tavriceskix (St. Petersburg, 1837), 337-38. 

100 Implied in V. Laurent, ‘‘Un évéché fantéme ou la Bitzina taurique,’”’ Echos d’orient, 38 (1939), 
91-103, esp. 102-103, and in Bratianu’s ‘‘Vicina II...’’ (as in Appendix I [b]), 162. 

101 Both Biisching and Thounmann (as in note 99 supra) state in their passages on Kara(su) bazar 
(=: Mavron Kastron] that as early as the beginning of the fourteenth century Franciscans had a monas- 


tery there. 
102 Lucas Wadding, Annales Minorum... 9 (2nd ed., Rome, 1734), 159-235, esp. 232-33: Vicaria 
Aquilonis habet duas Custodias, 1) Custodia Gaezariae.... Sclata. Barason [read Carasou ?]. Maurum. 


Castrum. Vicena. Cimbulum. Tana. Saray. Hase could have known from Peyssonnel’s Observations... 
(as in note 87 supra), 84, if not from other sources, that ‘‘Gazaria’’ was the name of the Crimea, at least 
in the fourteenth century. Evidence for, and difficulties connected with the localization of Mauro- 
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However, we can go one step beyond these suppositions, for Mrs. Guthrie 
comes to our rescue again, in a passage which seems to have escaped the 
students of Maurokastron. Having arrived in Karasubazar, she had the follow- 
ing to report: ‘I now address you from the Tartar city of Karasubazar.... 
This Tartar city seems to stand on the site of antient Portacra... It was the 
Mavron Kastron of the Byzantine writers, and then a city of the first rank on 
the peninsula; nay, even in the Time of the Tartars it still contained large well- 
built churches, probably erected by the Goths and Genoese...’ That the 
“Byzantine writers’ who located Maurokastron in the Crimea are nowhere to 
be found is of no concern to us here. In 1816, Hase quoted Mrs. Guthrie’s work. 
I attribute great weight to this coincidence and believe that when the narrator 


kastron may be summarized as follows: A. Most scholars place Maurokastron at the mouth of the 
Dniester, adducing incontrovertible evidence—namely, Genoese and Venetian documents, portulans, 
and travelers’ accounts ranging in date from the late thirteenth to the fifteenth century. This localiza- 
tion, however, presents two difficulties: 1) the form ‘‘Blacktown,’’ Maurocastrum, is neither the earliest 
nor the most frequently used term; rather, for the port on the Dniester, the variants Malvo-, Mon-, 
Mao- predominate; 2) from the early fourteenth century on, the name ‘‘Blacktown’”’ began to compete 
with that of ‘‘Whitetown,”’ *Aotrpéxactpov, Akkerman, Bélgorod, Bellegrad, Album Castrum, and by 
the late fifteenth (?) century was supplanted by it; cf. esp. N. Banescu, ‘‘Maurocastrum - Mo(n) 
castro - Cetatea Alba,”’ Academia Romdnd, Memoriile sectiuni istorice, 3rd Ser., 22, Mem. 6 (1939), 1-14; 
M. Nystazopoulou-Pélékidis, ‘‘Venise et la mer Noire du XI¢ au XV¢ siécle,’’ @noaupiopuara, 7 (1970), 
41-43 and note 107 (for the occurrence of Maupéxactpov in a late portulan, cf. A. Delatte, Les por- 
tulans gvecs... [1947], 291). B. Other scholars placed a Maurokastron in the Crimea, relying on 
Biisching’s and Thounmann’s information, on various lists of Franciscan establishments, and on our 
Fragments—none of them, to my knowledge, quoted Mrs. Guthrie. Only one author, J. Bromberg, 
used a Venetian document of 1435 (usually adduced to put Maurokastron at the mouth of the 
Dniester) to locate ‘‘Blacktown”’ in the Crimea. On the strength of such evidence, the Crimean Mauro- 
kastron was usually equated with Karasubazar or Mangup; Bertier-Delagarde, ‘‘K voprosu...,’”’ (as 
in Appendix I [b]), 18-19, was the only one to seek our narrator’s Maupéxaotpov in Cernaja Dolina 
(Karadere) between Taman’ and Perekop. 

This second localization presented more serious difficulties than the first. Biisching’s and Thounmann’s 
information was not documented; the Franciscan lists reflected two stages in the organization of 
Franciscan provinces and presented the Qypéaq Empire (i.e., the Tartaria Aquilonaris) as comprising 
the mouth of the Dniester; the Fragments were ambiguous and thus helped to confuse rather than to 
clarify the issue; and the Venetian document of 1435 did not refer to the Crimea. Cf., in addition to 
works quoted in note 100 supra, F. K. Brun (Bruun), ‘‘Cernomorskie Goty i sledy dolgogo ix preby- 
vanija v juznoj Rossii,” Zapiski Imp. Akademii Nauk, 24 (1874), 30-31; idem, ‘‘Cernomor’e. Sbornik 
izsledovanij po istori¢eskoj geografii Juznoj Rossii, II,’’ Zapiski Imp. Novorossijskogo Universiteta, 30 
(1880), 216-17; W. Tomaschek, Die Goten in Taurien [= Ethnologische Forschungen tiber Ost-Europa 
und Nord-Asien, 1] (1881), 37 (hesitates between the Dniester and Karasubazar); J. Bromberg, ‘‘Du 
nouveau sur les princes de Theodoro-Mangoup en Gothie Criméenne,”’ Byzantina-Metabyzantina, 1 
(1946), 65-74 (with references to two previous—also untenable—articles by the same author). As a 
curiosity, I quote the compromise solution of P. Golubovskij, cited by Westberg, ‘‘Zapiska...”’ (as in 
Appendix I), 80, who put the Maurokastron of the first Fragment at Kara-Kerman, on the Southern 
Bug.—In a note to his Greek translation of Nicholas Costin’s Moldavian Chronicle, Hase stated: ‘‘ ’Ag- 
mpdoxaotpov [le Chateau-Blanc] des Grecs est la ville d’Akkirman, située sur la rive droite du Dniester, 
a son embouchure dans la Mer Noire. ..,’’ cf. Notices et extraits des manuscrits de la Bibliotheque du Roi... 
11, 2 (1827), 338 note 2 [the same text in the printer’s copy of Costin in Paris Suppl. Gr. 859, p. 295). 
Thus, in the years 1822-1827 Hase did not connect Maurokastron with *Aompéxaotpov -Akkerman on the 
Dniester, although he could have learned from Peyssonnel’s work, which he quoted and criticized in 
the very notes to Costin’s chronicle, that the old name of Akkirman was Moncastro: cf. Observations... 
(as in note 87 supra), 145. Hase’s note to Costin’s ’Aompéxactpov and the fact that he did not quote the 
Fragments on that occasion, suggest that he connected the Maupéxactpov of Fragment 1 with the 
Crimea. A third Maupéxactpov may have been encountered by Hase: the name of the citadel, or of both 
castle and town, of Koloneia in the Pontus (today’s Sebin-Karahisar). It is mentioned in Attaleiates, 
Hist. 125,6, Bonn, and in Scylitzes Continuatus, 679,16, Bonn. Hase made frequent use of Scylitzes 
in his work on Leo. 

18 A Tour... (as in note 88 supra), Letter LXII, p. 196. 
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of the Fragments set Maurokastron as a goal on his trek through the snow- 
covered steppe, the goal he had in mind was a “‘city of the first rank on the 
peninsula’’—of Crimea. 

2. The following story can be pieced together from the astronomical passage 
of the first Fragment and its variant readings: in the midst of winter, about 
midnight, the narrator’s party was about to leave Borion for Maurokastron; 
however, a formidable storm set in, making the journey impossible. The nar- 
rator advised his party to remain indoors, since at that point, as he himself 
“could show from <the observation of? > the stars,’ Saturn was in its 
vespertine phase and stood at the beginnings of the sign of Aquarius. At 
the same time, the sun was making its course through the winter signs, Ta 
XElpEpIVa. 

In this astronomical story, three statements are unexceptionable: that 
Saturn was in its vespertine phase—this Saturn obviously can do, and the 
terminology used by the narrator, if not usual, is paralleled, for instance, by 
Ptolemy’s A potelesmatica ; that Saturn was at the beginnings of Aquarius— 
this Saturn does about every thirty years; that the sun was in the winter 
signs—the sun is there every winter. After that—if we want to take the story 
literally—we meet with difficulties. ‘“Vespertine phase’’ means the time of a 
star’s last visibility on the western horizon after sunset, that is, the point in time 
just preceding the one when thesun, in consequence of its own apparent movement 
along the ecliptic, comes too close to the planet and drowns that planet in its 
light. For Saturn still to be thus visible on the western horizon, its elongation 
from the sun should be no less than roughly fifteen to twelve degrees. So, if the 
narrator’s Saturn was at the beginnings of Aquarius, the sun must have been 
somewhere in the second half of Capricorn. This would still, if only loosely, 
correspond to its “running through” the winter signs.” The second half of 
Capricorn puts us sometime about the end of December, and, since the nar- 
rator’s party was near the banks of the (lower?) Dnieper, the sun set for them 
sometime around half-past four o’clock.% Saturn, being in its vespertine 
phase, would have to set about an hour later, as its elongation was roughly 
fifteen degrees from the sun. However, the time of the scene described in the 
Fragment is midnight, and in December, an observer, standing on the banks of 


104 That the sign, rather than the constellation, was meant, is assured by the expression Tas a&pyas, 
usually connected with the first degree of a zodiacal sign; cf. Ptolemy, Almagest, XIII 19: 

105 The usual term is Svo1s. For éotrépios pcos, cf. Ptolemy, A potelesmatica, 2:11:7 = p. 99 24-25, eds. 
Boll and Boer: cf. also Theodore Metochites, Intr. Astr., 1:82: S1& totto émi pév Tay TpIdv ToUTwy 
cotépwv, sai Te pdoets TPASTAI Atyovtai Kal ~oTrépiai Eoyxaran; 2bid., 1:83: <d&otépes> To1oUvTal TAS 
paces év TH KX A ExdoTOU SwSexapopiou, Vaticanus Gr. 1365 (catalogued by Hase; cf. note 77 supra), 
fols. 218v, 222v. 

106 According to Ptolemy, when Saturn is in 1° of Aquarius, its elongation from the sun must be 
12026’ for the latitude of Phoenicia; cf. Almagest, XIII:10 [= II, 606, ed. Heiberg]. 

10? For an imprecise usage, cf., e.g., Ptolemy, Apotelesmatica, 1:12:2, 18:4, 19:1, 4, 7 = pp. 33:10, 
39:10 (Capricorn and Aquarius are yeepivé) 41:8, 42:1, 43:4, eds. Boll and Boer. 

108 Cf, the table of sunsets for the latitude 48°28' (that of Dnepropetrovsk) between December and 
February of the years 874-1110 in Westberg, Die Fragmenie... (as in Appendix I), 126; cf., e.g., 
Ptolemy, Almagest, 11,13 [= 1, 186-7 ed. Heiberg]: greatest length of daylight for the Clima of 
Borysthenes is sixteen hours, hence sunset during the winter solstice is at 4:00 p.m. 
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the Dnieper, presumably not too far from the Crimea, cannot possibly see 
Saturn in its vespertine phase at midnight, for at that hour and latitude the 
setting Saturn’s elongation from the sun would be more than one hundred 
degrees, not fifteen. We must conclude either that the Fragment’s description 
of the winter storm was written in the comfort of the narrator’s study and that 
his mention of both midnight and Saturn’s vespertine phase, which he himself 
“had shown from the stars,’’ was retrospective and due to a lapse in memory, 
or that midnight in our passage should not be connected at all with the de- 
scription of Saturn’s position.’ At the very least, the astronomical passage of 
the Fragments is of little or no value for establishing their chronology!” and 
should not be taken too literally. 


109 This was the conclusion of Westberg, Die Fragmente... (as in Appendix I), 109, who based 
his case chiefly on the astronomical analysis of the first Fragment. . 

110 Left to themselves, astronomers, approached by various students of the Fragments, were able 
to produce only an open-ended series of dates about twenty-nine and one-half years apart. To assign 
the Fragments to a given time in the series, they needed additional information of two kinds: (a) on the 
meaning of astronomical terms in the Greek text, and (b) on data of a non-astronomical character, 
ranging from the century of the Fragments’ original manuscript to the actual day on which the Dnieper 
usually froze over. Astronomers were provided with both kinds of information by the very historians 
who had consulted them in the first place. Secure in their possession of tables and diagrams, historians 
received back from their scientific colleagues merely their own preconceptions, both historical and 
terminological, in correctly tailored astronomical dress. Thus Uspenskij’s expert, the Odessa Professor 
Kononovi¢é, agreed with him that Saturn could have been observed in the constellation of Aquarius 
at the end of 903—Uspenskij’s preferred date for the Fragments—and proved it by means of a diagram; 
cf. Uspenskij, ‘‘Vizantijskie...’’ (as in Appendix I [a]), 42. Pig entrusted the same problem to Dr. 
Seydler, fed him his own interpretation concerning the setting of Saturn about midnight (cf. Fragment 
1, p. 255B-C), and obtained the desired result of 991 as the Fragments’ date; cf. Pi¢é, Der Nationale... 
(as in Appendix I [a]), 84 and 85 note. Westberg eliminated midnight from the data with which he 
provided his two informants, Professor Wislicenus from Strasbourg and Dr. Seyboth from the leading 
Russian observatory of Pulkovo and was offered the year 963, corroborated by three tables and six 
diagrams. This happened to be the dating preferred by Westberg’s mentor Kunik in 1874; cf. Westberg, 
Die Fragmente..., 109-18, 6 and ‘‘Zapiska...,’’ 77 (both as in Appendix I). Vasil’evskij did the most 
reasonable thing: about 1876, he learned that Saturn would be in the sign of Aquarius in 1877, counted 
back, and came up with the years 993-996 and 964-967 as likely dates for the Fragments (he opted for 
the earlier one). Vasil’evskij’s results, obtained ‘‘without any help of astronomy,’’ were about as good 
as professional computations. Cf. Vasil’evskij, Trudy... (as in Appendix I [a]), 205-206. I shall close 
this list by quoting my own astronomer, Professor Otto Neugebauer: ‘‘Asa source for historical chro- 
nology,’’ he wrote, ‘‘the text [i.e., the astronomical passage of the Fragments] is obviously valueless 
since one may keep adding or subtracting multiples of 30 years to the above given dates [i.e., 903, 932, 
962, 992, 1021, etc.]. The cause of the misunderstanding of the astronomical data by Westberg or his 
‘Beraters’ lies in the fact that <they> did not know that ‘Aquarius’ never can mean the constellation 
but only the zodiacal sign.”’ (Letter of September 22, 1961). The error of the astronomers was excusable, 
since they were led into it by historians. The Fragments’ astronomical passage, the astronomers were 
led to believe, was a record of direct observation, made in the ‘‘deserted Steppe of the Pontus,’’ and 
astronomers Claimed that it was virtually impossible to determine the boundaries of a zodiacal sign 
from such observation; cf. Seyboth in Westberg, Die Fragmente... (as in Appendix I), 111-12. To my 
knowledge, the only scholar after Vasil’evskij who assumed that the Fragments referred to the sign of 
Aquarius, was Sangin, ‘‘Zapiska...” (as in Appendix I [b]), 122. He used an astrological text of a.p. 
464, counted forward, and obtained February 971 as the date of our text.—For keen observations on 
the circular character of the ‘‘astronomical proof’’ adduced by students of the Fragments, cf. Uspenskij, 
“F. Vestberg...’’ (as in Appendix I [b]), 254-55. 

“4 Tf the narrator wrote in his study, his astronomical passage could have been inspired, exempli 
gratia, by Ptolemy’s Almagest, X1:6, where the position of Saturn on December 22, a.p. 138 at 8:00 
p.m. (1 B’ Eter "Avtovivou kat’ Alyutrtious Meyip ¢’ eis thy U trod & apdv lonuepivav toU pegovuKTiov) 
is described, in part, as being in 904’ of Aquarius: téte 8 6 TOU Kpdvou dottip. . .éméxwv épaiveto ‘YSp0- 
xou poipas 9 Kal 1’. The second volume of the Almagest, containing Book XI, was published by Abbé 
Halma in Paris in 1816. The passage in question is on p. 284 of the Halma edition [= II, 414,5—11, ed. 
Heiberg]. Hase worked on Ptolemy’s Syntax and Hourly Tables, cf. Paris Suppl. Gr. 710, pp. 493, 495. 
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CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK. At least two expressions in the Fragments do not 
correspond to the outlook which modern scholars posit for the mind of a tenth- 
century Byzantine author. In treating both expressions I shall belabor the 
obvious. 

The first of the Fragments’ debatable phrases has to do with the term “‘Hel- 
lenic.”’ The allies, or subjects, of the narrator preferred to submit to the ruler 
holding sway to the north of the Danube rather than to the narrator himself— 
and through him, presumably, to the Emperor of Byzantium—in part because 
they were not imbued with the “more pure Hellenic way of life.’’ The Frag- 
ments’ words ‘EAAnvixeotepoi Tpdtroi, as a positive term and a sign of adherence 
to a high civilization, are redolent of Plutarch and Isocrates, whom Koraes—an 
acquaintance of Hase’s—had just published in 1807, or of Pachymeres, who 
lived about the year 1300.4 They are unparalleled, either in their positive 
connotation or in their application to things Byzantine, in any tenth-century 
text familiar to me. Today, everyone knows what any Byzantine narrator in 
the tenth century must have known, but what was difficult to realize at the 
beginning of the nineteenth: that, ever since the Church Fathers and certainly 
since the end of the sixth century, the terms “‘Hellene’”’ and “‘Hellenic’’ were 
endowed with a negative connotation and came to mean “‘pagan’’—even the 
pagan historian Zosimus used “‘Hellene’’ in this way—or at best “secular.” 
Procopius’ infrequent use of ‘‘Hellene’’ in the sense of a contemporary “‘in- 
habitant of Greece’ and the early Byzantine term “Hellenic *’ with reference 
to the Greek language are isolated, neutral examples which do nothing to 
change the picture.3 The same applies to the “Hellenic arts’ occurring 
in the ninth-century Slavic Vita Constantini,™4 or to the remark by Con- 
stantine Porphyrogenitus about a high dignitary turned monk who was “not 
privy to the Hellenic Muses.’’445 Both cases are simply references to pro- 
fane or grammatical learning, not to a superior way of life. Leo Diaconus— 
whether he was the narrator’s contemporary or just his livre de chevet—offers 
a good example of what the phrase ‘EAAnvixds todos meant in a tenth-cen- 
tury text, even one written in high style: there, it applies to the bloody funerary 
sacrifices of the Russian idolaters, means ‘‘the pagan way,”’ and is plainly a bad 
thing.6 We have to wait until the twelfth and thirteenth centuries for the 
reappearance of the terms “‘Hellenes” and “‘Hellenic’’ to denote contemporary 


112 Cf. Pachymeres, Hist., I, 360,9-11, Bonn: dv... .yeteupiace mpds Td “EAANvixotepov, meaning ‘‘had 
him dress in a Greek fashion.”’ 

118 Cf, K. Lechner, Hellenen und Barbaren im Weltbild der Byzantiner... (1954), esp. 10-12; P. K. 
Chrestou, Af treprtréteran Tév dOviKdsv Svopcroov tév “EAAHveov (Thessalonica, 1960), 21-28. 

114 Chapter IV:2, ed., e.g., F. Grivec-F. Tom&i¢, Constantinus et Methodius Thessalonicenses, Fontes 
(1960), 99: Constantine, the future Apostle to the Slavs, learned ‘‘astronomy, music, and all the other 
Hellenic arts (jelinbskyims xodozestuoms).”’ 

115 De Cerimoniis, 457,1—8, Bonn. Lechner, Hellenen... (as in note 113 supra), 52-53, attributes too 
much importance to this quotation, which concerns only Magister Leo’s inferior style and his solecisms. 

116 Leo Diaconus, Hist., esp. 150,1, Bonn = Paris ed., p. 92D. Although Hase translated ‘EAAnvixov 
tpéttov by Graecorum more, he knew that ‘EAAnvixés meant ‘“‘pagan,’’ for he rendered ‘EAAnvixois épyiois 
in the same passage by gentilium sacris and illustrated it in his notes (Paris ed., p. 245 = pp. 484-485, 
Bonn) by the story of an unbaptized Scythian (i.e., Russian) boy. For this story, going back to the 
collection of Paul of Monembasia, see F. Halkin, Bibliotheca Hagiographica Graeca (3rd ed., 1957), 
no. 1449e; idem, Auctarium BHG (1969), 305 (ad no. 1449e). 
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Byzantines and “Byzantine ways,’ respectively, and for them to acquire a 
positive connotation.1!” 

The oddity of finding the term ‘EAAnvixwtépwv tpétev in a tenth-century 
Byzantine text did not escape the perspicacious Vasil’evskij, who postulated 
the meaning “pagan [i.e., Russian] ways’’ for these words.48 Vasil’evskij’s 
instincts were right, but again, as when he considered KAfwata as a town, he 
proposed the wrong remedy, for within the Fragments’ context, ‘EAAnvixwtépeov 
TpoTov must mean “‘the more refined Hellenic way of life.’’ Since we cannot 
remove the incongruity by modifying the Fragments’ meaning, we must once 
more consider modifying their date. 

The way in which the participle BaoiAevovta is used in the third Fragment is 
the second of the Fragments’ conceptual anachronisms. The ruler whose 
territory, lying to the north of the Danube, adjoined that of the narrator’s sub- 
jects or allies was a barbarian. Yet, when the narrator described the power 
of that ruler, he used the verb PaotAeveiv: KkaTt& Ta Bopeia Tov “loTpou BacirevovTa. 
This was the perspective of fifth-century Athens or sixth-century Byzantium, 
not of the year 1000. In Thucydides, neither BaoiAeus nor BaciAevetv was preemp- 
ted for the Persian or Spartan kings alone: Lybians or Sicilians, but above all 
barbaric northern neighbors of the Hellenes, Macedonians, Molossians, Thra- 
cians, Lyncestians, and Odrysians, were ruled by Baoudcis, whose power was 
exercised by BaoiAeveiv. The Second Book of Thucydides’ History which, as we 
already know, greatly impressed the Fragments’ narrator, offers a number of 
examples of this usage. 

In the sixth century, Procopius and Agathias, both imitators of Thucydides, 
followed a similar pattern: the Goths, the Franks of Gaul, the Lazes of the 
Caucasus, or the Hepthalite Huns either had their BaouAeis or lived in territories 
called Baoiteiar, and the Byzantine emperor, whenever it was necessary to 
differentiate him from these rulers in unofficial language, was called Bacidevs 6 
uéyiotos."9 Such permissive treatment of BaoiAevs and related words was possible 
until that term acquired official status as the principal component in the titu- 
lature of the Byzantine emperors themselves. This happened under Heraclius, 
and from then on until late Byzantine times there could be, on the part of the 
Byzantines, occasional and grudging concessions of the imperial title to the 
Carolingians or the Bulgarians, but never to anonymous barbarian kinglets. 
Texts reflect this attitude and in no century more eloquently than in the 
tenth, the putative date of the Fragments. The story which these texts tell is but 
a chapter in the history of Byzantine imperial ideology, and this history has 
been pieced together and admirably told by scholars of our day.!2 In Hase’s 
time, on the other hand, no one could have had a systematic notion of By- 


™ Cf., e.g., Lechner, Hellenen...(as in note 113 supra), 56-70; A. E. Bakalopoulos, ‘lotopia tot 
véou ‘EAAnviopot, I (1961), 67-77 (bibliography); cf. the English edition of the same work, Origins of 
the Greek Nation (1970), 36-43; Chrestou, Ai tepiméteiat. ..(as in note 113 supra), 46-49. 

8 “Zapiska...’’’ in Trudy, II (as in Appendix I), 179-80. Vasil’evskij also quoted the relevant 
passage of Leo Diaconus. | 

119 Agathias, Hist., 4:9:3 [= p. 134,7, ed. Keydell]. 

9 By Bréhier, Délger, Ohnsorge, Ostrogorski, and Treitinger. 
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zantine imperial ideology. Hase’s frame of reference was provided precisely 
by authors he quoted in his work on Leo; and in these authors—Thucydides, 
Procopius, and Agathias—Baonevs and Paoideverv do occur along with such exotic 
names as Sitalkes, Elemundus, Teia, Chlotharius, or Gubazes.!*! 

However, the Fragments’ northern ruler was not a Thracian, Goth, or Laz, 
but presumably a Russian. Here a modern work again comes in handy, as did 
Mrs. Guthrie’s Tour. This work endowed Russian rulers of the tenth and elev- 
enth centuries with German equivalents of imperial titles; again, we know that 
in 1816 Hase quoted it for Count Rumjancev’s benefit. In his memorandum 
on SuroZ, where he discussed, among other things, the place-name Tmutarakan’ 
on the Taman’ peninsula opposite the Crimea, Hase referred to “‘Histoire 
ancienne d’Asov et dela Crimée dans le Recueil de Miiller volume II cahier I p. 71 
[sic] S. Pétersbourg 1736.8.’!?2 In giving this reference, Hase made a slight 
error. He must have meant page 77, for it is on this page in the first fascicule 
of the second volume of Miiller’s Sammlung that the names Tmutracan, Tama- 
tarcha, and Tayétapxa are discussed. Page 77 alone, which Hase doubtless read, 
contains four references to “‘Czar Jaroslaw’’ or “‘Czar Wsewolod,”’ and the 
preceding page 76 says about Vladimir the Great, Hase’s own candidate for the 
ruler holding sway to the north of the Danube, “er sey der erste unter den 
Russischen Kayseren gewesen, welcher Asov erobert.’’ Everybody knows that 
the Greek equivalent for ‘Czar’ and ‘‘Kaiser’’ is Baoikevs; but did everybody 
know in Hase’s day that from the Byzantine point of view there were no 
Baoidsis of the Russes in the tenth or the eleventh century ? If not, it follows that, 
while the Fragments’ attribution of Bacievev to a barbarian, possibly a Russian 
one, appears jarring to a modern reader,}*3 it was quite acceptable to a scholar 
of Hase’s time.!*4 


121 Thucydides, e.g., 11:21:29; Procopius, e.g., De Bello Goth. IV:9:8, 10:2, 27:19 [= II, p. 526,16, 
531,2, 638,5—6, ed. Haury]; Agathias, Hist., Book 1:3:1, 2, 4, 5:1, 6:2, 8:4, 20:10, Book IT:2:2, 18:6, Book 
III :2:3, 14:3, 15:3, 4, 8, Book 1V:3:3, 4:3, 6:3, 7:7 bis, 9, 9:9 bis, 13:4 [= pp. 12,16, 24, 13,3 15,11: 
17,8, 20,9, 37,1, 42,3, 64,31, 85,12, 102,19, 103,22, 28, 104,6-7, 125,32, 127,3, 129,28, 131,21, 23, 33, 
135,4, 10, 138,28, ed. Keydell]. If Hase read the chapter on the theme of Kherson in Constantine Por- 
phyrogenitus’ De Thematibus—and it is probable that he did, since he was interested in Kherson and 
quoted De Thematibus in his notes to Leo, Paris ed., p. 193A = p. 408, Bonn—he found there BaoiAeveiv 
and éBaciAeveto applied to Bosporan kings, ruling over Kherson and the Klimata. Cf. De Thematibus, 
12,3 and 14 [= pp. 98-99, ed. Pertusi]. 

122 Hase’s letter to Rumjancev, 3—4; cf. Appendix II (b) and figs. 17-18; the reference is to Gerhard 
Friedrich Miiller, Sammlung russischer Geschichte, Erstes Sttick, Zweyter Band (St. Petersburg, 1736), 77. 

123 The term BaoiAevovta in the third Fragment disturbed several earlier scholars: Kunik (especially 
in his late years), Buratkov, Uspenskij, Miljukov, and Braun. They all considered it inappropriate or 
too pretentious in connection with Princes Igor and Svjatoslav, but they all found their way out of the 
impasse. Kunik and Braun connected the word with Vladimir (a relative of the Byzantine emperor, 
or even emperor himself, witness the Greek conciliar decree of 1551!). Uspenskij’s and Miljukov’s 
task was easier, since in their opinion the Fragments had nothing to do with Russian history, and the 
ruler of the North was the Bulgarian c(ésa)r’, that is, BaotAevs, Simeon. Finally, Bura¢kov reasoned as 
follows: since a tenth-century Greek, familiar with the terminology of his time, could not have called 
Igor tév...BaciAevovta, the toparch, narrator of the Fragments, was not a Greek, but ‘‘a Khersonite, a 
Steppe-dweller, living along the banks of the Dnieper.’’ Cf. Westberg, Die Fragmente...,122; Uspenskij, 
‘“Vizantijskie...,’’ 28; idem, ‘‘F. Vestberg.. .,”’ 262; Miljukov, ‘‘Vremja ...,’’ 282; Burackov, ‘O 
zapiske...,’’ 245 (all as in Appendix I and I [a)). 

124 In the course of the discussion which followed the presentation of my paper on the Fragments 
at the Thirteenth International Congress of Historical Sciences in Moscow (1970), my colleague G. G. 
Litavrin drew the attention of the assembly to the fact that the anonymous Hortatory Speech to an Em- 
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If the foregoing discussion of the Fragments’ internal evidence has not 
damaged our text’s credibility, those who believe in its authority will not 
be disturbed by its minor oddities, such as the unattested village of Borion; 
the narrator’s information—based on direct knowledge and therefore hardly 
a result of legendary inflation—that ten whole cities and five hundred 
villages (settlements which must thus have sheltered about sixty thou- 
sand people) were destroyed in the area under his jurisdiction, or in close 
proximity to it, by barbarians whom he managed to repulse with four hundred 
troops;!#° the narrator’s account of his soldiers sleeping on their shields ;126 
not to mention the use of & BéSpwv with the verb xataPdAreiv, in the manner of 
Thucydides and Procopius, although in later Byzantine texts é B&9peov is usual- 
ly coupled with that verb’s exact opposite, dveyeipev or the like;!2” or the ap- 
pearance of oatpatria as a term for a tenth-century administrative unit.1?8 
I shall therefore rest my case and turn to the summation. 

Until now, scholarly discussion of the Fragments has proceeded from the 
following four assumptions: the original manuscript of the narrator’s story was 
roughly contemporary with the writing of the Fragments themselves; it is lost 
or has not yet been rediscovered; its date falls within two centuries, the tenth 


peror, a source of the second half of the eleventh century, refers to the son of a BaoiAeus Bapayyias, that 
is Harald, the son of the King of Norway. Cf. Cecaumeni Strategicon, eds. Wassilewsky and Jernstedt, 
p. 97,2.—The few eleventh- or twelfth-century examples of the use of BaoiAeUs, BaotAiKdés in connection 
with contemporary non-Byzantines have mostly to do with Armenians or ‘‘Persians’’ (Turks). Such 
usage was Classical. When the Vita Pancratit, cod. Athous Laurae A58, fols. 206" and 208" speaks of 
"AKUAlvos. . .Bacikels KaAaBpias, this is because the action occurs in mythical times. I chanced upon only 
one close parallel to the usage of the Fragments, but it dates from the twelfth century: cf. Manasses, 
Comp. Chron. 3524 = p. 151, Bonn: fv 8 6 Xaydvos Paces ZkuSdv Tdv tpocapKtiov (Hase used 
Manasses). The defenders of the Fragments’ authenticity might wish to quote a graffito which recently 
came to light in St. Sophia of Kiev. There, the death of ‘‘our Emperor,” c(ésa)rja na§[e]go, is mentioned 
together with the date of 1054. However, this rare use represents the Kievan, not the Byzantine, 
point of view. Cf., e.g., S.A. Vysockij, Dreune-russkie nadpisi Sofii Kievskoj (1966), 39~41. 

128 Levcenko, ‘‘K voprosu...”’ (as in Appendix I [a]), 325, realized that there was no place for ten 
cities and five hundred villages on the narrow coastal strip of the Crimea occupied by the theme of 
Kherson. His solution to the difficulty was to move the scene of events elsewhere. 

126 To serve as beds, the shields must have been long, and Leo Diaconus, Paris ed., p. 82B = p. 133, 
15-16, Bonn, does speak of shields (Supeovs) that reached down to the feet (troStjpeis). However, these 
were Russian shields, and the fact that Leo described them in detail suggests that their shape seemed 
unusual to a Byzantine. As for Byzantines themselves—and the narrator’s troops were Byzantines— 
they seem to have had small round shields shortly before the time of Manuel I, for we are told that 
that ruler had the round shields of his army changed to troS#peis; cf. Cinnanus, Hist., 125,4-8, Bonn. 

1” Cf., however, Leo Diaconus, 33,10, Bonn: é B&Spav katepitrmcavti; 69,2: éK BaSpev d&vetpdrrn. 

728 Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De Thematibus, 1,67-68 [= p. 63, ed. Pertusi], uses catpateia and 
catpatns, but the time he describes is that of the ancient Persians and Macedonians. Professor Hans- 
Georg Beck has brought to my attention the Greek text of the Constitutum Constantini (it may go back 
to about the year eight hundred), in which Constantine addresses tré&o1 tois oatpatrais (chapter 11, 
transmitted in Vaticani Gr. 81 and 1115: cf., e.g., W. Ohnsorge, Konstantinopel und dey Okzident, II 
[1966], 108) ; however, the author of the Constitutum strives to imitate the language of the fourth cen- 
tury.—Vasil’evskij, ‘‘Zapiska...” in Trudy, II (as in Appendix I), 188, adduced two examples of the 
use of the related words catpé&tns, catpdmevois by Nicetas Choniates (132,17, 166,3, Bonn) with refer- 
ence to the Serbian and Hungarian rulers, respectively; he added, ‘‘one could find many more examples 
of this usage,’’but provided none.—The occurrence of oatparns in two works of ca. 1400, Manuel II’s 
Dialogue (e.d. Trapp, cf. index s.v. ‘‘Bajezid I’ and ‘‘Murad I’) and *Em&nula Mdlapi (e.g., J. Fr. 
Boissonade, Anecdota Graeca, 3 (Paris, 1831], 135, 161, 181) may be discounted; for one thing, the 
term designates sovereign foreign, including Ottoman, rulers; for another, both Mazaris and the 
Dialogue were known before 1818 to Hase, cf. note 74 supra; for Hase’s quoting a passage containing 
catpamns from the Dialogue, cf. his edition (note 74 supra), 322 note 3. 
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and eleventh; the identity of the narrator of the Fragments is unknown. I 
propose that from now on we retain only the first of these assumptions, and 
substitute the following statements for the remaining three: the original manu- 
script of the Fragments is not lost; it is Paris Supplément Grec 858; its date 
falls within two years, 1816-18; the identity of the narrator is known—he is 
Charles-Benoit Hase. 


VI 


The Fragments contain features unparalleled in the tenth century. Nothing, 
or next to nothing, for the historian’s purpose can be safely inferred from 
them,!2° and such vagueness is a trait associated with documents of doubtful 
authenticity. On the other hand, every one of the Fragments’ few factual 
elements either was available in Hase’s time or is otherwise unattested. Several 
other parts of our text can be correlated with the state of learning about the 
year 1800, and particularly with the erudition of the Fragments’ discoverer. 
Their vocabulary and contents tally with Charles-Benoit Hase’s lexicographic 
strengths and weaknesses, with the range of his reading in classical and By- 
zantine authors, and with what was known in his day about the historical 
geography of the Black Sea, Byzantine vealia, and the Byzantines’ view of the 
world. The great deal of attention which the Fragments pay to snow-storms, 
to fourcubit deep snowdrifts, and to the frozen Dnieper—in a word, to the 
Russian winter—reflects a pre-Romantic, rather than Byzantine, sensibility, 
and just possibly echoes Napoleon’s retreat from Moscow of 1812, an event 
whose hardships were not forgotten in Paris by 1818. 

However, all this shows no more than that Hase could conceivably have 
written the Fragments. To go further, we need answers to two queries: was 
Charles-Benoit Hase in fact able himself to have composed the Fragments ? and, 
if he was, why did he do so? 

The first question consists of two parts, dealing, respectively, with Hase’s 
ability to produce the Greek of our text, and with character traits that could 
have prompted him to this kind of action. His mastery of Greek of all epochs 
could be claimed on general grounds alone. After Villoison’s death in 1805, 
and until approximately 1830, Hase was one of the three outstanding Hellenists 
of France and the only one to combine intimate knowledge of the classics with 
that of Byzantine and post-Byzantine authors.“ Between 1810 and 1823, he 
amassed impressive credentials in the postclassical Greek field: he composed 
a preface to Johannes Lydus’ De Magistratibus which remains exemplary to the 
present day; he edited Lydus’ De Ostentis; he worked not only on Leo Diaconus, 
De Velitatione Bellica, Timarion, Psellus, and Manuel II’s Dialogues, but also 
on excerpts from a Greek translation of the Moldavian Chronicle by Nicholas 


129. This phrase has been borrowed from Sir William Ramsay, The Church in the Roman Empire 
before A.D. 170 (1904), 178, who describes with brilliant insight the telltale traits of forged documents. 

18 Cf. Guigniaut, ‘‘Notice historique...” (as in note 2 supra), 272 (along with Boissonade and Let- 
ronne). Boissonade was at home among Byzantine authors, but did not excel in modern Greek. 
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Costin, dating from the seventeenth century.! Hase’s knowledge of modern 
Greek, acquired in his student days at Jena, was his principal, if unexpected, 
asset in gaining entrée to Parisian salons" and by 1816 had earned him a post 
at the Ecole des Langues Orientales Vivantes.!8 

Fortunately, we can go beyond generalities, for we have evidence of Hase’s 
capacity to produce original texts in a mixture of classical, high style Byzantine, 
and katharevusa Greek. Thus, he appended the following facetious signatures to 
his letters, one to Saint-Martin, the other to Dureau de La Malle: ‘O traiSeias 


é&ircons éotepnuévos Kal Suvotrpayiys év ywovayois “Acios, 6 oU KATH TOUTO HEV TIVOS 
UTTEPpENpwV, KAT& 8’ Exeivo Mép(wv) Ta SevTepa, GAA’ aTravtTayt) Trovipws TrpaTTwy, 
Kal SuvoSaipev, Kal mé&ons Kalas ooArjv,!4 and, in imitation of monocondyle 
script, 51’ aidvos 6 ods 6 Kal coquin ypnuaticas! (cf. figs. 23 A and B). He also 
offered his own translation of a passage of Pliny’s into Lydus’ hypothetical 
Greek. 86 

The other piece of evidence, which we have already quoted, is by far the 
more extensive and consists of excerpts, amounting to 177 pages, from Hase’s 
secret Diary, composed almost entirely in this kind of Greek. The extracts 
from the Diary’s full text are preserved in Paris Supplément Grec 1363 and were 
originally made by Johann Friedrich Diibner, who was the guardian of Hase’s 
papers. Dibner was copied (and possibly further abridged) by Salomon Reinach 
in 1913, and this is the manuscript that we possess. As for Hase’s original, it has 
either disappeared, or is preserved but remains to be identified, in some (East 
German?) archive.’ Although its inaccessibility is regrettable, since the full 
text of the Diary might offer a new clue to the Fragments’ authenticity, the 
excerpts alone will suffice for our purpose. They show the ease with which Hase 


181 “Notice d’un manuscrit de la Bibliothéque du Roi, contenant une histoire inédite de Moldavie 
composée en Moldave par Nicolas Costin...,’”’ Notices et extraits des manuscrits de la Bibliothéque du 
Roi... 11, 2 (1827), 274-394. Costin’s text was ready by 1822: Hase to Bottiger, letter of April 28, 1822, 
in Kollautz, ‘‘Jacob...’’ (as in note 2 supra), 290. 

#82 As a nation, Hase wrote to a friend in 1801, the French were easy to dazzle. ‘‘Comment ? méme 
le Grec moderne ?”’ everyone exclaimed upon hearing that he knew that language. Cf. Heine, Briefe. .., 
pp. VI, 64, and Kalitsunakis, ‘’ASapdvtios...,"" 49-69, esp. 51 and 64 (both as in note 2 supra). In fact, 
the first person who provided Hase with a working recommendation—to Villoison—was the Greek 
Kodrikas, at that time dragoman of the Turkish Embassy in Paris, with whom Hase began to ‘‘rattle on’’ 
in modern Greek. Cf., e.g., Heine, Briefe..., 60. Hase ended up giving lessons in modern Greek to 
Villoison (to whom this arrangement afforded a delicate way of offering Hase a subsidy, since, as the 
latter himself gracefully acknowledged, Villoison knew modern Greek better than his teacher), cf. 
Heine, Briefe..., 60, 63, 71; Joret, D’Ansse... (as in note 2 supra), 422-24. 

8 Cf., e.g., Brunet de Presle, ‘‘M. Hase...,’’ 317-26, esp. 321; Heine, Briefe..., p. VIII; Kollautz, 
“Jacob. ..,’’ 290-91 and note 20 (all as in note 2 supra). At the Ecole, Hase was in charge of modern 
Greek and palaeography. 

34 Cf. Paris Nouvelles acquisitions frangaises 9115, p. 115. Dureau de la Malle wrote a Géographie 
physique de la Mer Noire, de l’intérieur de l’ Afrique et de la Méditérannée (Paris, 1807). Hase owned this 
book; cf. the catalogue of books to be auctioned after his death, Catalogue des livres. ..et des manuscrits 
anciens grecs et ovientaux, des chartes, etc... composant la bibliothéque de feu M.C.-B. Hase... (Paris, 
1864), 72. 

135 Cf. Paris Suppl. Gr. 925, fol. 8v. 

88 Paris Suppl. Gr. 859, fol. 64" (Hase’s manuscript of his edition of Lydus’ De Ostentis). Cf. Hase’s 
printed edition, Joannis Laurentii Lydi de Ostentis Quae Supersunt (Paris, 1823), 34-35. Hase offered 
this translation as a partial substitution for a lacuna in Lydus’ text. He did it imitans...cum usum 
peculiavem saec. VI, tum maxime proprietatem, interdum etiam stuporem Lydi. The imitation is successful. 

*” For details, on Hase’s Diary and its fate, cf. Appendix III. 
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handled his Greek or shaped it to express the intimate details of his life as a 
lover, a gourmet, a scholar, and a catty member of the academic and library 
milieus of Paris.}° 

An intimate encounter with a fille de jo1e was entered ouvoucia ovv Ti Kopn Tis 
Si6S0u. For a refined technical detail in the same area of endeavor a dual was 
used: ouveyevdunv yuvargi Suciv, dAioBov éxovcaiv. Fear of the consequences at- 
tending upon ovvovcia appeared, classically enough, as utyas pdBos trepi &ppobi- 
ciakou T&Sous, but the contraption to prevent the latter is denoted by a neologism, 
éxoTracuatiov Ta&v Mé&AAoov.199 

“T ate at the Véfour’’ is rendered by BepoupoSeitrvfjoas; ‘“‘oysters and beefsteak’’ 
by éotpea kai tipSex; “‘calf’s liver sauté’? by jap udoyou dAAdyevov; “in the 
Journal des débats’ by év ti epnuepibi tv Aoyopayidéy; “‘tricolore’’ by pAdpoupov 
Tpixpmpatov; ‘“guardes mobiles” by xivynth puAaKknh; the law against le cumul, or 
the combining of salaries for several positions held simultaneously, by vopos 
Kat’ éricwpevoews; “ministers” by peodlwvtes (this was a Byzantinist’s felicitous 
choice); ‘‘senators’”’ by 8nyoyépovtes; and Victor Hugo’s Notre Dame de Paris by 
Tavayia t&v Tapiciov (Hase found it depressing).!4° On occasion, Hase’s—like 
our narrator’s—Greek seems to have contained impurities. Thus, under Sep- 
tember 24, 1814, he wrote: ‘O NatroAéwv [Napoléon-Louis Bonaparte must be 
meant here] opdSpa éxAauoe trepi Trevias: ut) AaBeiv thy untéopa [ Queen Hortense] tous 
[here is the slip—he should have written tds] tecoupdxovta pupiadas pp.14! 

The foregoing quotation shows the value of Hase’s secret Diary for the histo- 
ry of his time, and one day some student of nineteenth-century scholarship will 
exploit it in its entirety and reveal Hase’s complaints against Tischendorf 
on account of the latter’s SeioiSoipovia kai tpotréteia év TH SiadgyeoSan, or his entry 
on the émotoAt Tov travoupyou Kai &yaSots Abbé Migne. For us, the importance 
of the contents of Paris Supplément Grec 1363 lies in the light which they throw 
on Hase’s character, and on the habits prevalent not only in le monde but also 
in the scholarly world in which he moved. Amorous exploits and love of money 
aside, Hase’s was a rather permissive world by our standards. In this world, 
Champollion the Younger secretly sold papyri and parchments of the Biblio- 
théque Nationale; a ‘‘frightful accusation” was made against Champollion the 
Elder, who reputedly had a small, clandestine side door through which he en- 


1388 Even as a young man Hase liked to make notes in Greek, not only when he wrote down his 
secrets, but also when he summarized lectures in history which he attended in Jena; cf. Guigniaut, 


‘‘Notice historique...,’’ 251; Heine, Briefe..., V (both references as in note 2 supra). 
189 Paris Suppl. Gr. 1363, pp. 11 (October 4 and 5, 1814), 16 (August 30, 1819), 17 (August 8, 1821); 
cf. figs. 25-26. 


140 Paris Suppl. Gr. 1363, pp. 18 (April 7, 1822), 11 (April 2, 1814), 176 (July 29, 1863), 26 (May 15, 
1826), 43 (July 29, 1830), 138 (February 26, 1848), 140 (June 13 and 26, September 19, 1848), 51 
(April 26, 1831). 

141 Paris Suppl. Gr. 1363, p. 11 (September 24, 1814); cf. fig. 25. Other examples of mistakes in 
Greek in the Diary: pp. 6 (February 4, 1813): d&véyiov; 32 (August 9, 1829): émravoBos éAcer vos, KUavERD ; 
68 (February 8, 1835): ovy olds te Av Ereo9a1 avtads (as in Latin); 122 (November 20, 1843): év 1 @ 
axpodoe; 127 (January 6, 1845): mpotiSjoetat vopos. Of course, some of these mistakes may have been 
committed by copyists of the Diary. 

42 Paris Suppl. Gr. 1363, p. 105 (February 9, 1841); cf. also p. 111 (February 18, 1842): AASe Kai 6 
&véntos Kéortas [= Tischendorf] Aéyoov pope TroAAG Trepi &piepwaews Tis K.A. pds dpxiettioKoTrOV Tlapiatoov ; 
on Migne, cf. p. 170 (January 12, 1861). 
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tered into the manuscript section of the same library;!* one Fétis had stolen 
ToAvapiSunta BipAia fwiv te [Bibliotheque Nationale] Kxal év Malapivixi [Biblio- 
théque Mazarine]; Rochette, Hase’s collaborator on Leo, was accused of doing 
the same with some medals (in the Cabinet des Médailles ?); Quatremeére (called 
Tetpaytytop in the Diary) was angry at the Library when he was required to re- 
turn thirty-seven manuscripts he had kept for thirty years; Hase himself and 
FE. Miller, the celebrated Hellenist and palaeographer, both employees of the 
Library, cut out, or intended to cut (kéwouev), folio 119 from a Greek manuscript 
of Ephraem Syrus; and one Chrétin was rumored to have forged inscriptions 
of the city of Nerac.* A member of such a milieu did not have the same inhibi- 
tions which prevent present-day scholars from producing forgeries. And Hase 
did not have to run the risk of being exposed immediately by his peers, since by 
1818 he had few, if any, equals in the knowledge of Byzantine texts. 

Inhibition and motivation are two sides of the same coin. Whoever deals 
with Hase’s motivations—the subject of the second query raised at the begin- 
ning of the present section—enters a murky area, and it is best to make our 
stay there as brief as possible. 

Hase was an outsider who made good against great odds in foreign and 
difficult surroundings. Success under such circumstances engenders insecurity, 
defiance, and hybris. Today, we are convinced that Hase succeeded because he 
deserved to succeed; he himself was not sure of this, at least not at the beginning 
of his Parisian career. At first he wondered what his French protectors saw in 
him and attributed his salvation to his knowledge of modern Greek.!45 Even in 
his mature years, he was haunted by visions of ‘‘“Nemesis’’ and imminent fall, 
for he had been “too lucky.’’46 His success endured, however; gradually Hase 
must have come to believe that it was due not only to the gullibility of his new 
milieu but also to his own excellence. Yet, in his own mind this remained a moot 
point ; consequently, people around him had to be tested and defied. Hence, the 
young Hase’s signing one of his drawings Rubens pinxit;!4” hence his philologi- 
cal jokes made at parties at the expense of his hosts;148 hence his later flaunting 
of his concubine in the face of one of his colleagues.“ 


48 Paris Suppl. Gr. 1363, pp. 55-56 (March 22 and May 9, 1832), 106, 107 (June 5 and 13, 1841), 
137 (February 9 and 10, 1848); cf. p. 139 (March 11, 1848) dvtiypaga Aitrovta. 

4 Paris Suppl. Gr. 1363, pp. 61, 67 (July ? 24, 1833 and November 12, 1834), 53, 54 (November 10, 
1831 and January 21, 1832), 145 (November 13, 1849), 110 (January 12, 1842), 69, 71, 73 (April 2, 
October 8, 1835 and January 26, 1836). 

45 Heine, Briefe... (as in note 2 supra), 64. 

m6 Paris Suppl. Gr. 1363, p. 62 (December 2 and 10, 1833): époBovyny 8’ dei tote trepi Tot péAAOVTOS, 
TreTrEIopEvos STI Ev TH EpXonéven Evel aI [SiC] peydAny Tiva KaTASTPOPT\y, ds dv a&yav evtuyts. Diibner con- 
tinues in his summary: Und diese Gedanken 6Ofter, und Furcht von der ‘‘N emesis ;’’ wieder: poBovpevos 
Tras trepl Nepéoecos. 

47 Drawing in the letter to Wilhelm Erdmann dated October 12, 1801; cf. Heine, Briefe..., 34. 
On tall stories (Mythen) which Hase and Erdmann in their youth loved to tell to their philistine hosts, 
cf. Hase, Unsve Hauschronik..., 87, 90 (both references as in note 2 supra). 

148 Hlase to Erdmann, letter of 15 Brumaire 1801; cf. Heine, Briefe. .., 73; repeated in C. Pitollet, 
“Le Péve Hase...,’’ 45 (both references as in note 2 supra). 

49 Story of Marquis de Belleval (time: about 1860), told in Pitollet, ‘‘Le Péve Hase.. ., 55, and 
repeated in Kollautz, ‘‘ Jacob. ..,’’ 291-92 (both references as in note 2 supra): ‘‘ce n’est pas ma femme, 
Mossieur, c’est ma concubine!’’—Cf. Philipp Anton Déthier, La main divine dans Vhistoire, ou essai 
pour déblayer cette science... (Constantinople, 1869), 4: ‘‘feu M. le Professeur Haase [sic]...sur une 
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Hybris may have followed upon defiance. As he was the best, he could afford 
the Fragments at the expense of these messieurs pétropolitains for whom he held 
little respect throughout his life. They had to rely on a Westerner for infor- 
mation about their own past and they deserved scorn for their self-centered- 
ness because, as he wrote Miller in 1848, they “‘ne s’intéressent qu’aux ‘Péis.’’150 
As early as 1814, Hase had a low opinion of Russian officers. And all that 
Diibner’s summary of Hase’s Diary says about the Russian Minister of Edu- 
cation, Norov, an amateur scholar and one of Tischendorf’s protectors, was 
that he had a ‘‘kalmukoid”’ face.45! Rumjancev may have been naive; still, he 
was the Chancellor of the Empire, hence an important man. To ingratiate 
oneself further with such a person—no matter by what means—and to flex 
one’s own philological muscle at the same time must have been a great 
temptation. 

We know—or, at least, have good grounds to suspect—that Hase yielded to 
such a temptation on at least three occasions. The first of them was provided 
by the city of SurozZ, which he discussed in the memorandum, by now familiar 
to us, included in the letter to Rumjancev of 1816. There, he made use of an 
unpublished text, preserved ‘‘in our Library,” that is, in Paris, in a “manu- 
script of the letters of Patriarch Athanasius I,” in which an “otherwise un- 
known’”’ writer (of the fourteenth century ?), “Maxime Catélianus,’’ spoke of 
having landed in a Crimean town called Sarat. This piece of recondite in- 
formation could only have come from a source that has since disappeared, 
since no manuscript of Patriarch Athanasius I’s correspondence (or, for that 
matter, his other writings) available to us, either in Paris or elsewhere, contains 
a letter by ‘‘Catélianus,’’4*? and Catélianus himself remains as unknown in our 
day as he was in Hase’s.!°4 


demande qui lui fut faite dans les salons d’une dame distinguée de Paris, qui s’informait, pourquoi il ne 
s’était pas marié, donna la réponse singuliére que, pour lui, s’attacher & une personne de préférence. .. 
cela lui semblait une injustice pour les autres personnes du beau sexe.”’ I wish to thank Professor Cyril 
Mango for providing me with this passage. 

150 F, Miller, review of L. Delisle’s Le cabinet des manuscrits de la Bibliothéque Impériale... 1-II 
(1868-1874) in Journal des savants (February 1876), 104-105: Hase advised Miller to look for Byzantine 
inedita in the Vatican Library: ‘‘quel bonheur, si vous pouviez y découvrir quelque fragment inédit ou 
il s’agirait des Tauroscythes, des Petchénégues (Matlivaxan), des peuplades Slaves au Nord du Pont- 
Euxin, car ces messieurs pétropolitains ne s’intéressent qu’aux ‘Pés.’’ The relevant passage angered, and 
was excerpted by, Vasil’evskij, ‘‘Zapiska...’’ in Trudy, II (as in Appendix I), 144 note 1 

151 In 1814 Hase met again with Wilhelm Erdmann, the friend of his youth. Since their parting, 
Erdmann had become a Russian officer, and entered Paris with the Allies. Erdmann himself recalls 
that Hase told him in the Café de Mille Colonnes, frequented by Russian officers: ‘‘My dear friend, it 
is a terrible thing for me to see you among those Scythians and Sarmatians”’ ; cf. Unsre Hauschrontk... 
(note 2 supra), 104. Cf. fig. 25 for the entry of April 2, 1814 in Hase’s Diary, concerning eating oysters 
and beefsteak with Erdmann. On Norov, see Paris Suppl. Gr. 1363, p. 166 (March 15, 1859). 

152 Hase’s letter to Rumjancev, 5; cf. Appendix II B and fig. 19. 

1588 To make sure, I leafed through Parisinus Gr. 137 (and Paris Suppl. Gr. 971, Carton 114, no. 11, 
pp. 107-57, containing La Porte-du Theil’s extracts from Athanasius’ correspondence in that manu- 
script); Parisini Gr. 1351A, 1356, 1357A, 1388; Paris Suppl. Gr. 516; through the xerox copy of Vati- 
canus Gr. 2219: and I consulted the modern description of Neapolitanus Gr. 64 (II B 26) [= the 
beginning of Pavisinus Gr. 137] in G. Pierleoni, Catalogus Codicum Graecorum Bibliothecae Nationalis 
Neapolitanae, I (1962), 188-90. Dr. Alice-Mary Talbot, an authority on Athanasius’ correspondence, 
did not encounter the name Maxime Catélianus in manuscripts of Athanasius’ letters (letter of June 20, 
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According to this elusive writer, Sarat, which he reached after suffering 
shipwreck—only to go to Caffa the next day—was “une ville. ..située sur 
un rocher a peu de distance de la mer.’’!® This unknown Crimean Sarat, Hase 
proposed, was identical with the Sarat of Constantine Porphyrogenitus and the 
same as the modern Crimean town of Sudak. By a happy coincidence Hase had 
only to turn over page 127 of the book by our acquaintance Mrs. Guthrie—the 
very page quoted in his memorandum to Rumjancev—to find the following 
description of the site of Sudak: “There are now only some ruins to be seen of 
this once-flourishing city, with the remains of an old fort...placed on a 
mountain close by the shore, which seems to have been constructed by the 
Genoese, whose antient works inclose a large space, and run all the way up to 
the top of the rock.’’45§ Hase, I believe, did turn to page 128 of Mrs. Guthrie’s 
book, and the close agreement between the description of Sudak by a modern 
eyewitness and that given by ‘‘Catélianus’’ of Sarat-Sudak must have heightened 
his confidence, for he asked the Count in the next sentence of his memorandum: 
“V.E. ne pense-t-Elle pas qu’aux environs de cette derniére ville [i.e., Caffa] 
il n’y a guéres que Soudak a qui conviennent toutes ces particularités [l.e., 
those pertaining to “‘Catélianus’’’ Sarat] ?”’ 

Incidentally, Catélianus’ unattested Crimean town of Sarat, which conveniently 
confirmed the hypothetical locale of Constantine Porphyrogenitus’ attested, 
but otherwise not identified Sarat, reflected Hase’s own scholarly thinking, 
not that of our time. In spite of the fact that Constantine mentions that name 
in close connection with the name ‘‘Kherson,’’ modern scholars place the Emper- 
or’s Sarat not in the Crimea but in present-day Rumania, and identify it not 
with a town but with the river Sereth.15” 

In a letter to the Metropolitan of Kiev Evgenij (Bolxovitinov), dated 
January 17, 1821, Count Rumjancev himself informs us of another dubious find 
by Hase: “‘After his return from Genoa, Milan and Venice to Paris, Mr. Hase 
writes to me that he found only two hitherto unpublished manuscripts in the 
famous libraries of these places: 1) The Embassy of Andronicus III Palaeologus 
the Younger to Trebizond in 1338, which contains geographical information on 
the Abasgians and Circassians, and Mr. Hase concludes that this information 
may have some value particularly for Russian history... .’’158 


1970). In addition, Mlle M.-L. Concasty informs me that the card catalogue of authors established for 
internal use at the Cabinet des manuscrits of the Bibliothéque Nationale does not contain the name. 

1 The family name is known from post-Byzantine times: cf. Dionysius Catelianus (KatnAiaves), 
d. 1629, Bishop of Cythera. A number of Dionysius Catelianus’ letters (including one to Maximus 
Margunius) were published by Joh. Lamius (Giovanni Lami) in Deliciae Eruditorum (Florence, 1740), 
62-104. The same (?) Dionysius, this time spelled ‘‘Catilianus,” is mentioned in Montfaucon’s Palaeo- 
graphia Graeca (1708), 93, 98, a work which Hase quoted his edition of Leo, pp. 188-89. 

15° Hase to Rumjancev, 5; cf. Appendix II B and fig. 19. 

186 Guthrie, A Tour... (as in note 88 supra), 128. 

187 Cf. R. J. H. Jenkins et al., eds., Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De Administrando Imperio, IT, 
Commentary (by G. Moravcsik) (1962), 155, and Diaconu, Les Petchénégues (as in Appendix I [c], 
35-36.—M. G. Nystazopoulou, ‘H év ti} Tavoré| 1éAIs LouyBaia... (Athens, 1965)—the latest work on 
Sugdaea-Suro%-Sudak—is understandably silent on Sarat and ‘‘Catélianus.”’ 

188 Pevepiska... (as in note 25 supra), 40. 
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An embassy of 1338 is unknown to historians of Trebizond or of Androni- 
cus III.1°° However, a long passage in Nicephorus Gregoras referring to the 
marital irregularities of Basil II, Emperor of Trebizond (1332-40) and son-in- 
law of Andronicus III, could have given an imaginative reader the idea that 
at about that time an embassy might well have been sent to Trebizond by the 
irate father-in-law.1® Hase not only read Gregoras and described his manu- 
scripts before 1819, but declared in the Preface of the Paris edition of Leo that 
he had several unpublished books of Gregoras “‘ready for print.’’!®! It is note- 
worthy, however, that when he discussed the very ‘“Trapezuntine”’ passage 
of Gregoras (which he looked up in Parisinus Graecus 1723) in his letter to 
Fallmerayer of September 30, 1823, he failed to inform that historian of the 
Empire of Trebizond about his find, made only three years earlier.1® 

The last piece of information about a remarkable project on which Hase was 
embarked not later than 1819-20 comes from Academician Krug, Hase’s assiduous 
correspondent and intermediary between him and Count Rumjancev. In a note 
on works in the field of history that had appeared or were about to appear in 
Russia between the years 1815 and 1820, Krug announced that ‘Professor 
Hase in Paris’ was to publish a volume containing several Greek and Latin 
inedita concerning the history of Eastern Europe, Russia, and the Pontic 
seashore from the thirteenth to the fifteenth centuries. Among these inedita 
there was to be a rhymed chronicle, entitled Libri duo de Bellis hierosolymitams, 
versibus politicis graecobarbaris. This chronicle, contained in Cod. Reg. Graecus 
2898, dealt with, among other things, the partition of Byzantium by the Latins, 
the Empire of Trebizond, and the Genoese trade in the Black Sea.1* We must 
assume that Krug received his information from Hase, either directly or through 
Count Rumjancev. Hase’s announced volume of imedita never appeared, but, 
luckily for our purpose, we are on firm ground with Parisinus Graecus 2898. 
The manuscript does in fact exist, and does contain a slip, in Du Cange’s 
handwriting, which says in part: Anonymi de Bellis Hierosolymitanis Libro LI 
versibus politicis—its identity is thus established beyond doubt. However, 
the manuscript consists of nothing beyond the Greek translation of Boccaccio’s 
Theseis and the Chronicle of Morea (this is the poem “On the Jerusalem 
War’’),16 and neither of these works says anything concerning the Pontic 


139 Tt is unknown both to past historians of Trebizond, and to the most recent one, Dr. Antony 
Bryer, who has been working for more than a decade on the history of the Pontic area and with whom I 
discussed the matter. The ‘‘embassy of 1338’ is not mentioned in Ursula V. Bosch, Kaiser Androntkos 
III. Palaiologos... (1965), pp. 150-51 (chapter on Andronicus’ relations with the Empire of Trebizond). 

160 Nic. Gregoras, Hist., X1:8:1 =I, 548,24-549,19, Bonn. BasilII married the (illegitimate) 
daughter of Andronicus III Palaeologus in September 1335, had a son by his mistress in October 1337, 
married that mistress in July 1338, and died in April 1340. Cf. Michael Panaretos, Tlepl tév MeyaAoov 
Kopvnvev, ed. Lampsidis, ’Apyeiov Tdévtou, 22 (1958), 64-65. 

161 On descriptions of Vaticani Gr. 116, 1085, and 1086, made before 1815, cf. Hase to E. Miller, 
letter dated December 6, 1848, in Journal des savants (as in note 150 supra), 104; description of Grego- 
ras’ Treatises on the astrolabe (Paris Suppl. Gr. 13) in Paris Suppl. Gr. 1003, fols. 15'-16"; Gregoras 
ready for print: Preface, Paris edition, p. XIX = pp. XXX-XXXI, Bonn. 

162 Cf, Kollautz, ‘‘Jacob...’’ (as in note 2 supra), 306. 

168 Ph, Krug, Forschungen in der dlteren Geschichte Russlands, 11 (1848), 742. 

164 Cf. description and mention of this manuscript in J. Schmitt, The Chronicle of Morea... (1904, 
reprint 1967), pp. XVI-XVII, and E. Follieri, J] Teseida neogreco, libro I, (1959), 3 and note 1. 
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regions (a part of which belonged to the Russian Empire) or the Genoese Black 
Sea trade (which fell within the scope of Count Rumjancev’s interest in the 
mediaeval history of the Crimea).1® 

Even if we should ascribe the Trapezuntine embassy of 1338 and the Genoese 
trade in the Chronicle of Morea to a misunderstanding on the part of Rumjancev 
or Krug, ““Maxime Catélianus” and the Crimean town of Sarat remain em- 
barrassing, for we are informed of these in Hase’s own handwriting. All three 
pieces of information are connected with the messieurs pétropolitains and all 
date from the years 1816-20. Within such a context, our Fragments would 
be the most extravagant of Hase’s practical jokes. 

This is not to say that the usual considerations could not have played a 
part in the deed which I am attributing to Hase. He loved money and honors, 
and the tactful (and innocent) Count Rumjancev provided him with both: with 
seventeen thousand rubles, all told,/*¢ through the intermediary of Academician 
Krug, and with a St. Vladimir medal, if only of the fourth class!®*”—a decoration 
apparently bestowed upon foreign scholars, among others, for their services to 
the Russian cause. Yet, Hase could as easily have earned both the money and 
the medal without the Fragments. 


Vil 


By now, two models stand side by side, both explaining the origin and the 
meaning of Hase’s Fragments. In the first model—implied rather than ex- 
pounded here—their discoverer appears as a scrupulous scholar. In 1816 Count 
Rumjancev asked Hase to search for unpublished sources pertaining to early 
Russian history. Hase made such a search, chanced upon the Fragments in a 
late tenth-century manuscript, since lost or unidentified, and, at a late stage 


#66 On Rumjancev’s interest in the history of the Crimean Tartars and in the Genoese colonies on 
the Black Sea, cf. E. E. [= A. A.] Kunik’s Preface to Krug’s Forschungen... (as in note 163 supra), I 
(1848), p. CLXXII, repeated in Zurnal Ministerstua Narodnogo Prosvescentja, 65 (1850), pt. V, p. 9. 
Cf. also Krug to Rumjancev, no date (Lenin Library, Otd. rukopisej], folder R.A.8.19, no number): 
report of a conversation with Kohler on excavations that could be carried out in the Crimea and finan- 
ced by the Count. More than forty tumuli awaited the spade there. 

166 Tkonnikov, Opyt... (as in Appendix I [b]) I, 1, p. 200 and note5. Unfortunately, this statement 
cannot be corroborated, since Ikonnikov’s reference to Zurnal Ministerstua Narodnogo Prosvescenija, 
49 (1846), pt. V, p. 56 is faulty, the last page of part V being 50. It is possible, however, to account 
for 9000 francs and rubles of that sum: 3000 francs for Leo were mentioned by Hase himself (cf. p. 136 
supra); 6000 rubles (?) were paid to him by Rumjancev in advance for an edition of Psellus which 
never appeared; cf. Rumjancev to Krug, letter of July 16, 1818 (Lenin Library, Ofd. rukopisej, folder 
R.A.6.3, no. 53, p. 2): ‘‘je suis bien affligé de ne voir point paroitre Leon le Diacre et de n’avoir pas recu 
de reponse a ma lettre 4 Mr. Hase auquel j’avois fait remettre les six mille francs [sic] qu’il desiroit avoir 
pour faire l’edition de Psellus.”’ Cf. Rumjancev to Krug, letter of August 2, 1818 (ibidem, folder R.A.6.4, 
no. 54, p. 2); “‘je m’afflige beaucoup je ne vous le cache pas d’etre sans nouvelles de Mr. Haser [sic], 
il ne m’a pas accusé la reception des six mille R. [thus: rubles] que je lui ai fait passer avant que de 
quitter Petersbourg pour l’edition de Psellus. et l’apparition de Leon le Diacre, est trop desirée pour 
étre retardée si longtems au reste tout cela Monsieur n’est que pour nous deux.” 

187 The medal was bestowed upon Hase by His Majesty for his edition of Leo; cf. Syn Otecestva 
(of 1820 ?), 82 (in a review of Popov’s translation, cf. note 4 supra; I read the review in Lenin Library, 
Otd. rukopisej, folder Polt. 33.39); Ikonnikov, Opyt... (as in Appendix I [b]) I, 1, p. 162 note 1. Hase 
asked Rumjancev to obtain a Vladimir medal for his assistant during the work on Leo, Chardon de la 


Rochette (the one who was to be gevyov xAomijs in 1832; cf. p. 169 and note 144 supra). The Count 
wisely refused. 
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in the printing of his Leo Diaconus, inserted his find into the notes to this au- 
thor. For all its importance, the meaning of his discovery for early Russian 
history—if indeed it bears upon Russian history at all—remains mysterious. 
The second model is the one which we have nearly finished constructing here. 
According to it, Hase wrote the Fragments piecemeal—the third one as an 
afterthought, which enabled him to introduce a northern (read: Russian) ruler, 
whose absence struck him when he was introducing the second Fragment, and 
to improve the image of the Russes by changing them from attacking into 
protecting barbarians. He wrote the Fragments on the basis of what he knew. 
By 1820 he was sent, perhaps with the assistance of Count Rumjancev, on a 
mission to Italy ‘‘a leffet de compléter mes matériaux pour la continuation 
de V’histoire byzantine’’;!® he must have started with this subject at an 
earlier date. His letter to Rumjancev and other letters attest that in 1816 and 
1817 he was engaged in the study of the mediaeval geography of the Crimea. 
As for the Greek authors whose phrases are blended into the Fragments or 
provide parallels to them, Hase knew them all, and recalled their idioms.*® 
This is certainly true of Thucydides, the narrator’s principal literary model. 
About January 1818 Hase quoted him, including Book Two, in his lecture notes ; 
under February 13, 1813 he made the following entry in his Diary: NatoAtwv 
tou CouxuSiSous fp§aro.179 Thus, a few years before 1818 Hase began to teach 
the Athenian to Napoléon-Louis Bonaparte, then nine years old, and he may 
have continued this task until March 7, 1815, the day on which he gave the last 
lesson to the boy prince and to his younger brother, the future Napoleon III.™ 
In the course of the instruction Hase must have gone through Book Two, with 
which the Peloponnesian War proper begins, and have parsed its sentences 
one by one. No wonder that by about 1816-18 he shared with the Fragments: 
narrator an intimate knowledge of Thucydidean vocabulary and phraseology. 
According to another entry in the Diary, Hase returned a copy of Stobaeus 
to his amanuensis Sypsomo on September 5, 1817.17 He quoted Agathias 
repeatedly, and Ptolemy’s Apotelesmatica occasionally, in his own notes to Leo 
Diaconus. As for Leo, Psellus, and the authors of Timarion and De Velitatione 
Bellica, by 1818 Hase had printed, or said that he was about to print,1” all or 


168 Ikonnikov, Opyt..., (as in Appendix I [b]) I, 1, pp. 200-201, asserts that Rumjancev sent Hase 
to Genoa, Milan,and Venice; Hase himself said that he visited these cities at the expense of the (French) 
government; Hase to Bottiger, letter of April 28, 1822, in Kollautz, ‘‘Jacob...’’ (note 2 supra), 290. 

169 In the Preface to Leo, Hase offered the following self-appraisal: there was no Greek author, 
whether sacred or profane, of any consequence, who wrote between the time of Theodosius and the 
Fall of the Empire, quem non ita tractarim, ut non aliqua eius pars in memoria mea penitus insideret 
(Paris ed., p. XVIII = p. XXIX, Bonn). 

179 Notes: Paris Suppl. Gr. 1347, fols. 172* and 185 (for date, cf. fol. 185v); cf. fol. 201". Diary: 
Paris Suppl. Gr. 1363, p. 6, cf. fig. 24. Other entries on lessons given to one or both Napoleons (toiv 
&vdacroiv, Te &vante) on pp. 5 (September 23, 1812), 7 (February 24 and June 27, 1813), 8 (July 29, 1813), 
9 (March 28, 1814). 

171 Paris Suppl. Gr. 1363, p. 12: 4 TeAcuTaia axpdacis Trapd Toiv dvaKToiv, aTrepXOLEvorv. 

172 Paris Suppl. Gr. 1363, p. 14. 

17% This was the case with Psellus; cf. Hase’s Preface to the Paris edition, pp. XVII and XIX 
(= pp. XXVIII, XXX, Bonn) (habeo...prelo...pavata Michaelis Pselli Annales); cf. Rumjancev 
to Evgenij, letter of September 13, 1817: ‘‘Now Hase, upon my request, will approach the printing of 
Psellus and George Hamartolus’’; letter of August 17, 1820: Hase promised that the edition of Psellus 
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some of their works. The excerpt from Palatinus Graecus 356 1s a Hase auto- 
graph anterior to 1815. And obviously he was familiar with his own Diary. 

In the course of composing the text of the Fragments, Hase, who in later years 
was able to unmask the notorious forger of Greek manuscripts, Simonides,!”4 
and consequently was aware of the pitfalls to which a falsifier 1s exposed in his 
work, proceeded with caution. He must have put a number of alternative 
formulations down on paper. Plainly, he could not use all of them in his final ver- 
sion. However, he did not reject the discarded wordings outright; they re- 
appeared as the mysterious manuscript’s own variant readings in the margins 
of his 1819 edition and thus lent a cachet of genuineness to his find.!”° The 
Fragments’ unique words are absent both from the index to Leo Diaconus and 
from the New Stephanus, since the man who coined these words himself 
was not apt to register them as hapax legomena, either because he was not 
aware of having produced hapaxes or out of scholarly délicatesse. 

The actual inspiration for Hase’s manuscript qui fuit Bibliothecae Regiae was 
one or both of the fourteenth-century Palatini Graeci 356 and 129, which had 
actually been in the Library until 1815 and which Hase described in detail in 
Paris Supplément Grec 811, folios 206™—228 and 151:-152v, respectively.1”6 

If Hase wrote the Fragments himself, it follows that they mean what he said 
they meant, and that his own commentary provides the standard by which we 
should judge solutions to the Fragments’ puzzles put forward by modern 
scholars since 1848. Hase’s own, and therefore authoritative, story is this:!”’ the 
narrator of the Fragments was a Greek; his direct subjects, too, were Greeks; 
the ruler of the north was Vladimir the Great; the Fragments are autograph; 
the narrator wrote—or at least made his journey to the Dnieper region— 
toward the end of the tenth or at the beginning of the eleventh century, in any 
case before 1015, the year of Vladimir’s death; the most likely date for the nar- 
rator’s journey is 991 or thereabout, because that year meets the requirements 
of the astronomical data contained in the first Fragment and is, moreover, 


would be ready by the end of the year; cf. Perepiska... (as in note 25 supra), 8, 34. Hase himself hoped 
to keep his promise: Paris Suppl. Gr. 1363, p. 104 (June 1, 1820): Will in der Imprimerie Royale den 
Psellus anfangen lassen. Psellus never appeared, except for some excerpts published, on the basis of 
Hase’s papers, by E. Miller in Recueil des historiens des Croisades, Historiens Grecs, 1 (Paris, 1875), 
3-99.—At an earlier date, Hase described writings of Psellus contained in Palatinus Gr. 356 and Paris 
Suppl. Gr. 249; cf. Paris Suppl. Gr. 811, fols. 210", 2117-212¥, 216v-217¥, 219t-v and 1003, fol. 307°. 

174 Hase, Unsre Hauschronik..., 109; for a similar story, cf. Le Courrier du dimanche of March 27, 
1864 (both references as in note 2 supra). 

”° Hase’s corrections of the Fragments’ itacisms (ékrrn&dvtes to ExirnSasvtes, Ewpoupevos to aiwpoupevos, 
Meiodév to Muodv) look especially convincing. Yet, this is the very kind of error to which he drew par- 
ticular attention when describing Leo’s manuscript: Paris ed., p. KI = p. XXII, Bonn. 

"6 Hase’s description of Palatinus Gr. 356 duly registers letters of Phalaris, Saint Gregory of Nazi- 
anzus and Saint Basil as entries following one upon another (in places 12, 13 and 14, respectively) ; 
cf. Paris Suppl. Gr. 811, fol. 207’-208'. In his description of Palatinus Gr. 129, excerpts from Themis- 
tius and Isocrates are mentioned one after another, cf. ibid., fol. 151V. 

™” Hase’s own views on the Fragments’ meaning can best be inferred from his remarks in the margins 
of the Paris edition and from his index to Leo. Three examples shall suffice here: cf. the marginal 
remark, Paris ed., p. 254C, omitted from the Bonn ed., and the index to Leo s.v. Graect, 299 = 589: 
Epistola Graeci cutusdam, saec. XI circa Danaprim iter facientis. Cf. further Hase’s index s.vv. codex, 
291 = 578: c. aGraeco aliquo notis autographis... locupletatus; Russi, 318 = 615: Russorum (st de illts 
agitur in epistola anonymi saec. X aut XI) aequitas et iustitia in subditos. 
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close to the taking of Kherson in 989, an event with which Hase connected the 
Fragments; in his original conception, prior to the writing of the third Fragment, 
the barbarians who had once been just were the Russes; in the final conception 
Russes were the protecting barbarians; the other barbarians may have been 
Pecenegs; barbarian vazzias occurred in the Crimea; Maurokastron was in the 
Crimea; Klemata was a city on that peninsula, and Borion, a village near the 
banks of the Dnieper.?”8 

The first model for the Fragments’ origins and meaning has been accepted 
in every study devoted to this text; the second, by no one, at least not in so 
many words. For it appears that one scholar expressed doubt as to the Frag- 
ments’ authenticity, but did so only in an indirect fashion. In his History of 
Byzantine Literature, Karl Krumbacher spoke of the “unsolved puzzle” of the 
Fragments’ manuscript, of the “somewhat mysterious information” Hase gave 
about that manuscript, and of the “remarkably skillful and even humoristically 
tinged’? language of the Fragments.!’? On another occasion, he was more 
explicit. He referred, using spaced lettering and an exclamation point, to the 
Fragments’ description of “‘a snowstorm in the interior of Russia’’—a natural 
phenomenon, he added, known to modern readers through two of Leo Tolstoj’s 
stories—called this description a “‘nordisch-winterliches Stimmungsbild,”’ and 
went on to discuss the “‘remarkable report’’ of the Gothic Toparch, not without 
drawing the reader’s attention to the fact that all efforts, including his own, to 
rediscover the manuscript of the Fragments had utterly failed. This was 
saying as much as irony would permit. However, those who did not wish to 
hear Krumbacher’s gentle hint disregarded it, or took his humor at face value.’*? 

But neither the impressive number of scholars supporting the Fragments’ 
authenticity nor Krumbacher’s different stand on the matter should determine 
our choice between the two models presented here; that choice must rest on the 
arguments which each model is able to muster on its behalf. Before Mrs. 
Guthrie’s Tour entered the discussion of our text, the strongest argument in 
support of the conventional view of the Fragments was the occurrence in them 
of the name Maurokastron, independently attested in a twelfth-century manu- 
script. Now that we can invoke Mrs. Guthrie to explain that occurrence, the 

178 If Hase followed Mrs. Guthrie’s information and itinerary as closely as I believe he did, Borion 
should be the Berislav of her map (cf. fig. 28), even though Berislav was on the right bank of the Dnie- 
per and Borion should have been on the left. Mrs. Guthrie’s Letter XIT was sent ‘From Bereslave, at the 
Trajectus Crassi, on the Borysthenes.”’ This was the point at which her party crossed the river, in order 
to proceed to Perekop: ‘‘The small town of Bereslave, which stands on this pass, has nothing to re- 
commend it but its fine view of the Dnieper, which we crossed here in a floating wooden bridge; cf. 
A Tour... (as in note 88 supra), 43 and 45.” I imagine the route taken (or intended) by the Fragments’ 


narrator to have been Berislav-Karasubazar-Balaklava. 
179 Geschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur (2nd ed., 1897), 268-69.—Two scholars, Vasiliev, The 


Goths... 120, and Levéenko, ‘‘K voprosu...,’’ 292 (as in Appendix I, [b] and [a], respectively), touched 
upon the question of the Fragments’ authenticity by firmly rejecting any doubts that they were 
genuine. 


180 Review of Westberg’s Die Fragmente..., in BZ, 10 (1901), 657-58. 

181 Westberg, Die Fragmente... (as in Appendix I), 12-13, quoted from a letter which Krumbacher 
wrote to him in 1898: ‘‘The way in which Hase mentions this manuscript [the lost manuscript of the 
Fragments] always struck me as peculiar, and I made a gentle hint to this effect [in the History of 
Byzantine Literature].’’ This quotation does not reappear in the parallel passage of Westberg’s Russian 
reworking of Die Fragmente...; cf. Vizantijskij Vremennik, 15 (1908), 82-83. 
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strongest argument in defense of the Fragments’ authenticity is simply the 
honest scholar’s assumption that a colleague—like everyone—is innocent 
unless proven guilty. The strongest argument in support of the view suggested 
here is the makeup of Paris Supplément Grec 858, with the peculiarities of the 
Fragments’ language, sources, and conceptual framework serving as corrobora- 
tive evidence. 

Folios 315" and 347:-351" of Paris Supplément Grec 858, Hase’s letter to 
Count Rumjancev, his familiarity with Mrs. Guthrie’s and Miiller’s books, the 
unusual scholarly information with which he repeatedly provided the Count, 
and the Diary of Paris Supplément Grec 1363 create a strong case for Hase’s 
authorship of the Fragments, and I confess that anything short of the appear- 
ance of the mediaeval manuscript containing them will keep alive my doubts 
as to their tenth-century date. The proposition that the Fragments are a modern 
work, if accepted, will simplify the study of mediaeval Russian history by 
removing from its pages an illusory Russian protectorate over the Crimea and 
from its sources a conundrum which has something to do with Russia but noth- 
ing to do with the Middle Ages. 


APPENDIX I 
A Bibliographical Note 


A bibliographie raisonnée of the older literature on Toparcha Gothicus is to 
be found in the following three works, which are also basic studies on the 
subject: V. G. Vasil’evskij, ‘“Zapiska greceskogo toparxa,” Zurnal Ministerstva 
Narodnogo Prosveséenija, 185 (June 1876), 368-434 (reprinted in that author’s 
Trudy, 11 [1912], 136-212); F. Westberg, Die Fragmente des Toparcha Goticus 
(Anonymus Tauricus) aus dem 10. Jahrhundert [ = Zapiski I mperatorskoy 
Akademu Nauk, VIII® Série, ist.-filolog. otdel., 5, 2] (1901) (reprints the Greek 
text); adem, “‘Zapiska Gotskogo Toparxa,” Vizantijskij Vremennik, 15 (1908), 
71-132, 227-86. For mere bibliographies, consult M. E. Colonna, Gli storici 
bizantim dal IV al XV secolo, I. Storicit profani (Naples, 1956), 157, and G. 
Moravesik, Byzantinoturcica, I (2nd ed.; 1958), 551. 

In this note, I shall list three further categories of items dealing with To- 
parcha Gothicus: (a) some writings previous to 1958, quoted in the works just 
mentioned, but deserving special notice; (b) works which do not occur in West- 
berg’s second article, or have appeared between 1908 and 1957, but have not 
been included in the bibliographies by Colonna and Moravcsik: (c) articles 
which appeared after 1957. 

(a) N. Lambin, “O Tmutorokanskoj Rusi,’’ Zurnal Ministerstua N arodnogo 
Prosvescenija, 171 (January 1874), 58-95, esp. 79-95; A. Kunik, “O zapiske 
gotskogo toparxa,” Zapiski Imperatorskoj Akademii Nauk, 24 (1874), 61-160; 
P. Burackov, “O zapiske gotskogo toparcha,”’ Zurnal Ministerstva N arodnogo 
Prosvescenija, 192 (1877), 199-252; J. L. Pig, Der nationale Kampf gegen das 
ungarische Staatsrecht ... (Leipzig, 1882), 83-85; F. I. Uspenskij, ‘‘Vizantijskie 
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vladenija na severnom beregu Cernogo Morja v IX-X wv.,” Kievskaja Starina, 
25, nos. 5-6 (1889), 253-94 (also as a pamphlet with independent pagination, 
cited in notes to the present study); P. N. Miljukov, ““Vremja i mesto dejstvija 
zapiski greceskogo toparxa,”’ Trudy vos’mogo Arxeologiceskogo S‘ezda v Moskve 
1890, III (1897), 278-89 (reprints the Greek text) (cf. Vizantijskij Vremenntk, 
5 [1898], 549-51); Ju. Kulakovskij, ““Zapiska greceskogo toparxa,”’ Zurnal 
Ministerstva Narodnogo Prosvescenija, 340 (April 1902), 449-59; F. I. Uspenskiy, 
“F, Vestberg, Kommentarij na zapisku gotskago toparxa,”’ Zapiskt Imp. 
Akademii Nauk po istor.-filol. otdeleniju, VIII*® Série, vol. VI, 7 [= Otéet 0 sorok 
éetvertom prisuzdenii nagrad Grafa Uvarova] (1904), 243-62; M. Levéenko, “K 
voprosu o ‘zapiske greceskogo toparxa,’”’ in idem, Ocerki po tstorit russko- 
vizantijskix otnosentj (1956), 291-339 (this is a slight reworking of the same 
author’s ‘‘Cennyj istoénik po voprosu russko-vizantijskix otnoSenij v X veke, ” 
Vizantijskij Vremennik, 4 [1951], 42-72); G. G. Litavrin, ‘‘Zapiska greceskogo 
toparxa,”’ Iz istorii srednevekovoj Evropy (Moscow, 1957), 114-30. 

(b) A. Staréevskij, ‘““O zaslugax Rumjanceva, okazannyx otecestvenno] 
istorii,’ Zurnal Ministerstva Narodnogo Prosvescenija, 49 (1846), part V, pp. 
33-34: E. Muralt, Essai de chronographie byzantine, I (1855), 569-70; I. Za- 
belin, Istorija russkoj zizni..., I (1876), 310 note 1; J. L. Pié and A. Am- 
lacher, ‘Die Dacischen Slaven und Csergeder Bulgaren,” Szizungsberichte 
der K. béhmischen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften (1888), 227-67, esp. 238-39; 
V. S. Ikonnikov, Opyt russkoj istoriografit. I-II (1891-1908; reprint 1966), 
cf. I, p. 200; II, p.119 note 1; N. Iorga, Studii istorice asupra Chilret sx 
Cetatit-Albe (1899), 26-27; S. P. Sestakov, ‘“‘Oéerki po istorii Xersonesa v VI-X 
vekax po R.Xr.” [= Pamjatniki Xristianskogo Xersonesa, 3] (Moscow, 1908), 
esp. 78-82; M. Hrugevs’kyj, Istorija Ukrajiny-Rusy, I (1913, reprint 1954), 
462-64 and note 4; Ju. Kulakovskij, Prosloe Tavridy (1914), 85 and note 2; 
F. I. Uspenskij, “Pervye stranicy russkoj letopisi i vizantijskie perexoZie 
skazanija,’’ Zapiski Odesskogo Obséestva Istorii i Drevnostej, 32 (1915), esp. 225; 
A. L. Bertier-Delagarde, ‘‘K voprosu o mestonaxoZdenii Mavrokastrona za- 
piski gotskogo toparcha,” Zapiski Odesskogo Obs¢estva Istorit 1 Drevnostej, 33 
(1919), 1-20; J. Brutzkus, ‘“‘Pis’mo xazarskogo jevreja ot X v.,”’ Evrejskaja 
mysl’, 1 (1922), 31-71, esp. 58-68 (reprinted under the same title as a separate 
pamphlet [Berlin, 1924], cf. 32-42); N. Banescu, “Les premiers témoignages 
sur les Roumains du Bas-Danube,” Byzantinisch-neugriechische J ahrbticher, 3 
(1922), 287-310, esp. 306-10; V. A. Parxomenko, “Novye tolkovanija zapiski 
gotskogo toparxa,”’ Izvestija Tavriceskogo obséestva istorii, ar xeologit 1 etnografit, 
3 (1929) (inaccessible to me) ; F. Dvornik, Les légendes de Constantin et de Methode 
vues de Byzance (1933, reprint 1969), 186-87; G.I. Bratianu, Recherches sur 
Vicina et Cetatea Albé (1935), 99-101; A. A. Vasiliev, The Goths in the Crimea 
(1936), 119-31; J. Bromberg, ‘“Toponymical and Historical Miscellanies...,”’ 
Byzantion, 12 (1937), 169, and zbid., 13 (1938), 35 note 2 and 52; V.V. Mavrodin, 
‘‘Slavjano-russkoe naselenie nizZnego Dona i severnogo Kavkaza v X—XI ve- 
kax,” Uéenye Zapiski Gosudarstvennogo Leningradskogo Pedagogiceskogo Instututa 
im. Gercena, 11 (1938), 231-73, esp. 251; A. N. Nasonov, “Tmutarakan’ v istorl 
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vosto¢noj Evropy X veka,”’ Istoriceskie Zapiski, 6 (1940), 79-99, esp. 81 note 4 
and 92-93; M. A. Sangin, “‘Zapiska gre¢eskogo toparxa’ kak istoénik o vojne 
russkix na Balkanax 970g. i zimoj 971 g.,”’ Istoriceski7 Zurnal (1941, no. 9), 
120-23; G. I. Bratianu, “‘Vicina II,’”’ esp. ““VI. Maurocastron et Asprocastron,”’ 
Revue historique du sud-est européen, 19 (1942), 155-66; E. Honigmann, “Studies 
in Slavic Church History,’ Byzantion, 17 (1945), 160-61; V. V. Mavrodin, 
Obrazovanie drevnerusskogo gosudarsiva (1945), 205 and 260-61; zdem, Drevnjaja 
Rus’ (1946), 194-95; E.V. Vejmarn and S.F. StrZeleckij, ‘“‘K voprosu o 
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APPENDIX II 
Correspondence between Rumjancev and Hase!*? 


A. [Rumjancev to Hase, draft, probably of April-June 1816, Lenin Library, 
Otdel rukopisej, folder Fond 255.5.34, no. 9; see figs. 13-14 infra] 


a Mr Haser a Paris 

[p. 1] je vous fait mes remerciments de m’avoir ecris. Vétre souvenir m’a 
flatté et je vous scais beaucoup de gré de vous occuper a completter la Collection 
des Bysantins, Mr Krug m’a montré la feuille d’Epreuve et j’en ai été satisfait. 
vous allez acquerir des droits 4 la reconoissance et vous en aurez de particu- 
liers 4 la mien(n)e 

je suis charmé d’aprendre que vous vous proposez de nous don(n)er entre- 
autres l’edition de George Hamartolus dont s’est servi Nestor et je vous invite 
trés instament Monsieur a rechercher parmi les manuscripts inédits des auteurs 

182 In the transcription of the texts, no account was taken of deletions, orthographic idiosyncrasies, 
and mistakes. I wish to thank Professor Benjamin Uroff and Mrs. O. S. Popova for their help in ob- 


taining the microfilms and reproductions of texts printed here, and the authorities of the Lenin 
Library, for allowing me to inspect these and other pieces of correspondence, in the summer of 1970. 


TOPARCHA GOTHICUS 181 


A 


Bisantins ceux dans lesquels peuvent étre consignés quelques faits relatifs a 
l’ Histoire de ma Patrie, ce sera me rendre un service essentiel et je ne demande 
pas mieux que de le reconoitre. 

Banduri, nous dit peu sur la Conversion des Russes a la Religion Chretien(n)e 
mais il se pouroit tres bien que le manuscript de la bibliotheque de Colbert 
N. 4432. dans lequel il paroit avoir puisé ces notions, contien(n)e davantage. 
Ne voudriez vous pas Mr avoir la bonté de parcourir ce volume et de vous 
assurer sil ne contient point encore quelque chose qui soit relatif aux Russes ? 
et si vous y faites pareilles découvertes je vous serai infiniment obligé de me 
les comuniquer au prealable sans retard. 

S’il existe parmi les manuscripts qui sont a la Bibliotheque une vie un peu 
elargie du Patriarche St Ignace il seroit possible d’y retrouver quelques notions 
plus précises, sur des Russes qui abord<é>rent dit’ on le lieu de son Exile et y 
troublerent ses pieuses ocupations, renverserent ses autels. 

Coment les bisantins ne nous ont ils point transmis les details de la conversion 
de Wladimir au 10™ siecle tandis que l’un d’entre eux cite cependant le secours 
que l’Empereur Basile recut de Wladimir et qu’il employa contre les rebelles 
adherents de Bardas Phocas. il doit nescessairement se trouver quelque part 
dans quelqu’un des Bysantins inedits des notions Historiques sur le Bapteme 
et le mariage de Wladimir peut étre vous est il reservé d’en enrichir nétre Nestor 

[p. 2] je ne mets com(m)e vous le voyez nulle reserve 4 mes importunités, en 
voici une nouvelle preuve. 

je vous consulte Mr pour scavoir si les vastes conoissances que vous avez 
des Bisantins ne vous metent pas dans le cas d’eclaircir ce que c’etoit dans 
l’"Empire d’orient que la ville de Sur ou Souroje que 1’on trouve cité dans nos 
analles en plus d’une occasion, voici ce qui peut vous mettre sur la voye. 

Notre Eglise chéme le 15. de Dec(em)bre la Féte d’un St Etiene qui au 
8™° siecle etoit Archevéque de cette ville de la domination des Emp. Grecs; 
C’est un des Prelats dont le réle [ ?] s’est signalé sous le Regne de Leon ]’Isaurien 
en faveur des Images, et je suis frapé je l’avoue de ne l’avoir point retrouvé dans 
les differents receuils des Vies des Saints que l’Eglise Latine reconoit pour tels. 

nos legendes, disent que né en Capadoce il se presenta a l’age de 15. ans 
a Constantinople sous le Regne de Theodose l’adramitain; que le Patriarche 
Germain le consacra Archeveque de Sur ou Souroje. qu'il s’y rendit par mer 
et qu’au bout de 5 ans, il convertit au christianisme non seulement tous les 
habitants de la ville mais ceux de la contrée environante. 

notez je vous prie Mr. que nos legendes disent, que ce Prelat fut particuliere- 
ment protegé par l’Imperatrice Epouse de Constantin Copronime, qui sollicita 
et obtint de son Mary que ce fut lui qui tint sur le fonds de baptéme leur fils, 
Leon qui devint ensuite Empereur. 

Ce qui peut nous assister encore Mr c’est la relation d’un Voyage d’un de 
nos archeveques no(m)mé Pimin qui en 1389. sortant d’azov le 1. Juin pour 
se rendre a Constantinople, a passé le 5. Juin devant Caffa et Sur ou Souroje. 

il en resulte nescessairement que le Sur ou Souroje, qui fait l’objet de ma 
curiosité etoit ou bien en Crimée sur la méme céte que Caffa ou bien sur la céte 
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opposée dans l’Isle de Taman. Cette ville peut avoir porté chez les Bisantins 
un nom different, mais sa place geographique est a peu prés determinée et peut 
étre me doneriez vous moyen de la fixer tout a4 fait, en retrouvant dans les 
Bisantins, un archeveque Etiene protegé par l’Imperatrice fem(m)e de Con- 
stantin Copronime qui si ma mémoire ne me trompe etoit une Kosare, il est bon 
de vous dire aussi que dans la vie de ce Saint tel quelle est dans nos menées 
c’est un nom(m)é philarethe qui a sa mort lui succede dans son Archeveché; 
les actes des Conciles, Iconoclastes ou ceux des assemblées des Evéques qui leur 
etoient contraires ne portent ils pas des signatures de l’un ou l’autre de ces 
Archevéques et en ce cas, coment leur Archeveché y est il designé. 

n’y avoit il pas en Crimée une Eglise des Goths? et ou se trouvoit son siege ? 

y at’ il quelque part un nomenclateur de touttes les metropoles chretienes 
qui au 8™ siecle se trouvoient dans les limites de l’Empire d’orient. Soit quelles 
reconn<u>ssent com(m)e précedement la Hierarchie des Patriarches de Con- 
stantinople ou qu’a cause du Schisme des Iconoclastes elles se fussent rangées a 
cette Epoque sous la domination des Papes. 

j eprouve Mr je l’avoue quelque confusion de vous étre si indiscret ; je trouble 
par cette lettre des occupations utiles et plus avantageuses dans leurs resultats, 
mais le veritable scavoir est toujours indulgent vous devez l’etre. 


B. [Excerpt from letter of Hase to Rumjancev, dated July 7, 1816, Lenin 
Library, Otdel rukopisej, folder R. A. 7.12, no. 9, pp. 3-8; see figs 15-22 enfra] 


[p. 3] ... La question sur la position géographique de Sur ou de Sourage 
pourroit devenir le sujet d’un mémoire curieux. Voulant répondre sur le champ 
4 Votre Excellence, je réunis ici peut-étre un peu précipitamment ce que je pense 
4 ce sujet. Que mes conjectures semblent admissibles ou non a V. E., Elle fera 
de ces matériaux épars l’usage qu’Elle voudra. 

D’aprés l’itinéraire de l’Archevéque Pimine nous devons supposer que Sou- 
rage se trouvoit 4 peu de distance du detroit de Caffa, soit en Crimée, soit sur la 
céte opposée de I’Asie. 

Je ne crois pas qu'il faille le chercher dans le pays des Abasges, la Zichia des 
Byzantins. D’abord, nous nous éloignerions trop du détroit; ensuite dans tout 
le tour du Pont-Euxin la cote depuis l’ile de Taman jusqu’a Dioscurias est 
précisément celle que les Empereurs d’Orient ont possédée le moins de temps. 
Ils n’y pouvoient déja plus rien au sixiéme siécle (Procope Bello Gotthic. 1. 572. 
B.), et si Basile II s’en rendit maitre vers 1022 (Cedren. II. 718. D.), sa domi- 
nation ne fut certainement pas de longue durée. Les garnisons des Grecs, dis- 
persées sur cette cte éloignée, habitée par des peuples sauvages et belliqueux, 
devoient étre bient6t accablées, n’ayant pas, comme en Crimée, de larges bras 
de mer pour leur defense. 

Je ne cherche pas non plus Sourage dans l’fle de Taman. Nous connaissons 
le nom du siége métropolitain établi dans cette contrée; c’est celui de I’mutara- 
kan en Russe (Histoire ancienne d’Asov et de la Crimée, dans [p. 4] le Recueil 
de Miiller volume II cahier I p. 71. S. Pétersbourg 1736. 8 et le Mémoire du 
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M. le Comte de Mussin-Puschkin sur l’inscription de Gleb, figurée aussi dans 
le voyage de Pallas de l’an 1793 et 1794. Tom. II p. 184 de Védit. Allemande), 
et Tamatarcha (Touctapya) ou Metracha (Metpay&) chez les Byzantins. Le premier 
de ces deux noms se trouve dans Constantin (De administrando imp. 113. E.F.), 
le second dans Le Quien Ovens Chnistianus I, 1326. A. TI y’ avoit en outre, du 
moins pour quelque temps, un evéché a Phanagoria (Le Quien, zbid.). 

Il ne reste donc que la Crimée, et c’est dans la partie méridionale de cette 
presqu ile que je me flatte de rencontrer la ville de Sourage [ = SuroZ]. Je 
crois 1) quelle étoit connue chez les Grecs sous le nom de Sarat, Zapét. 2) 
qu ayant pris de l’accroissement vers le treizieme siécle, elle est la Soldaja des 
Genois, et par conséquent le Soudak d’aujourd’hui, dont les ruines, les forti- 
fications, et la position singuliére ont attiré l’attention de presque tous les 
voyageurs modernes. Voici, Monseigneur, les raisons sur lesquelles j’appuye 
mes deux conjectures. 

1. “La contrée des Patzinaques,”’ dit Constantin ((De administrando imp. 112 
F. (ch. 42,62-64 = p. 184, eds. Moravscik-Jenkins]), ‘“comprend tout le pays 
depuis la Russie et le Bosphore, jusqu’a Cherson, Sarat, Burat, et les trente 
divisions.’’ Les Patzinaques occupoient donc tout l’intérieur de la presqu’ile, 
a l'exception de la céte escarpée qui en borde la céte méridionale. Les tvente 
divisions sont les mémes que les trente Climata (Banduri Animadvers. in Con- 
stantin. De administr. imp. [p. 5] 112 F.), prés du Cap Balaclava. Je ne connais 
point Burat, qui était peut-étre aux environs de Nikita, et Sarat, en suivant 
la céte, me semble tomber naturellement sur le Soudak d’aujourd’hui. 

2. Ce qui me fait croire surtout a l’identité de Sarat et de Soudak, c’est une 
lettre inédite conservée dans notre Bibliothéque. Elle est écrite par Maxime 
Catélianus, personnage inconnu d’ailleurs. Ce monument curieux de l’impéritie 
des marins grecs au quatorziéme siécle ne porte point de date; mais comme il 
se trouve au milieu des lettres du Patriarche Athanase (1289-1311 [rather: 
1289-93; 1303-09]), on peut présumer qu'il est addressé a ce Prélat; d’ail- 
leurs, la précision de son époque n’est pas d’une importance majeure pour 
nos recherches. V.E. verra que Catélianus, obligé de quitter Anchiale (était-ce 
parce que les Bulgares menacaient ou avaient pris cette ville ?), fit naufrage sur 
les cotes escarpées de la Crimée, qu’il gagna une ville nommée Sarat située sur 
un rocher a peu de distance de la mer, et qu'il se rendit 4 Caffa le lendemain. 
V.E. ne pense-t-Elle pas qu’aux environs de cette derniére ville il n’y a guéres 
que Soudak a qui conviennent toutes ces particularités ? 

Mais, me dira-t-on, quand méme il seroit constant que Sarat est le nom grec 
de Soudak, comment prouver l’identité de Soudak et de Sourage? Voici, 
Monseigneur, des rapprochements qui peuvent au moins conduire a une hypo- 
these: 

3. Il est fait mention chez les auteurs Arméniens d’un bourg nommé in- 
distinctement Sour-gat et Sou-dak, et qui certainement n’est autre chose que 
[p. 6] le Soudak des modernes. Sour-gat, d’aprés les Arméniens, était situé dans 
la partie Orientale de la Crimée, distant de cinq milles géographiques de Caffa. 
Etienne Arontz, Archevéque Arménien, rapporte (Géographie, Partie II. Tome 
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II p. 329.) qu’une colonie Arménienne s’y établit aprés la ruine de la ville d’Ani, 
saccagée par les Mahométains vers l’an 1320 de J.C. 

4, Soudak est d’ailleurs une ville, si non antique, du moins bien antérieure 
a l’arrivée des genois en Crimée. Madame Guthrie (A tour through Taurida etc. 
London 1802. 4. p. 127.) assure qu'elle était déja en 786 siége d’un Archeveché. 
Ce fait, s'il étoit constaté, seroit décisif en faveur de mon hypothese; mais 
j’avoue que je n’ai pu découvrir l’autorité d’aprés laquelle Madame Guthrie 
Vavance. 

5. Ajoutons a ces inductions la route de Pimine qui, ayant passé Caffa, se 
dirigea probablement vers l’ouest dans la direction de Constantinople ; se porter 
de Caffa vers Anapa ou Sotchouk-Kalé, auroit été revenir sur ses pas. Or, 
Soudak ou Soldaja etoit alors la seule ville considérable qu'il y eut sur la céte 
depuis Caffa jusqu’au cap Balaclava. 

6. Il parait enfin que le nom Tartare Sou-dag, montagne Sousa, est derivé du 
mot Sur, et qu'il renferme encore la premiére syllabe de celui de Sourage. Comme 
je me méfie toujours un peu des hypothéses fondées sur la seule conformité 
des sons, je ne remarquerois [p. 7] pas cette ressemblance, si elle était isolée; 
mais jointe aux autres faits elle ajoute, si je ne me trompe, un degré de pro- 
babilité 4 ma conjecture. 

J’avoue cependant qu'il reste quelques difficultés que je ne saurois resoudre 
4 moi seul. I] peut surtout paraitre singulier que les Grecs qui parlent si souvent 
des Evéchés de Cherson (Le Quien, I. 1329.) et de Bosporus (zbzd. I. 1827.), ne 
fassent jamais mention de l’Archeveché de Sarat. Dirions-nous que l’Evéché 
de Bosporus et l’Archeveché de Sarat ne sont peut-étre qu’un seul, et que le 
siége de ces Prélats se trouvant établi, a différentes époques, tantot dans l’une 
tantét dans l’autre de ces deux villes, les Byzantins les aient toujours nommés 
Evéques de Bosporus en quel lieu que fut leur résidence ? 

Quoiqu’il en soit, Monseigneur, je crois avoir rendu probable au moins 
Videntité de Soudak et du Sarat de Constantin. Quant 4 celle de Sarat et de 
Sourage, c’est 4 V.E. de voir si ma conjecture s’accorde avec les particularités 
rapportées dans les annales Russes de cette derniére ville. Peut-étre pourrois-je 
donner un degré de probababilité de plus 4 mon opinion en consultant des 
ouvrages Russes et Allemands; mais je me trouve dans une Bibliotheque, et 
je puis dire dans une ville, ou il n’y a presque point des premiers, et peu des 
seconds. Reduit par conséquent aux auteurs Grecs je m’estimerois heureux 
toutes les fois quand dans ceux-ci et dans le nombre de notes historiques et 
géographiques que j’ai recueillies en examinant [p. 8] les ouvrages inédits 
de notre Bibliothéque, il se trouvera quelques détails qui peuvent aider les 
recherches de V.E. 

Je n’ai point voulu retarder l’envoi de ma petite dissertation, mais j’espere 
que dans une quinzaine de jours je pourrois vous faire parvenir la totalité des 
épreuves de Léon, dont le tirage est achevé. On s’occupe maintenant de |’im- 


a Je dois faire observer cependant, que le mot Tartare dag, montagne, s’écrit par un g, et que le nom 
de Soudak, chez les auteurs Arabes, se termine par un k; ainsi la signification de ce mot n’est peut-étre 
pas celle que je dis 14, mais la ressemblance entre Sou et Sour existe toujours. 
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pression des notes, et l’on m’assure qu’avant la fin de l’année tout sera terminé. 
I] me tarde de faire connaitre 4 l'Europe savante combien je suis pénétre des 
sentimens de reconnaissance et de respect avec lesquels j’ai l’honneur d’étre 


Monseigneur 


de votre Excellence 
le trés humble et tres obéissant serviteur 


C. B. Hase 
Paris ce 7 juillet 
1816 


APPENDIX III 


Note on Hase’s Secret Diary 


The full text of Hase’s Diary, of obvious interest both for establishing the 
truth about the Fragments of Toparcha Gothtcus and for recreating the history 
of his milieu, is unavailable at present. After Hase’s death on March 21, 1864, 
his diary must have been examined by his relatives.488 They realized that its 
contents should not be divulged and that the precept t& év oike uh év Shue fully 
applied to it. However, Ch. M. W. Brunet de Presle, Hase’s former student, 
friend of long standing, and immediate successor at the Ecole des Langues 
Orientales Vivantes, had access to at least a part of the full text of the Diary, 
for he made available to A. R. Rhangabe (Rhagkabés) its pages concerning 
Hase’s trip to Greece in 1837. These Rhangabe published in 1868.14 

Hase willed his scholarly correspondence to his old school, the Gymnasium 
in Weimar.'®> People at the Gymnasium expected to receive his Diary as well, 
but by October 30, 1864, Hase’s “Diaries had not yet come from France over 
to us.’’18 According to a late and unreliable source, Hase’s scholarly papers 
went to the Library of Jena University.18 

This leaves Paris Supplément Grec 1363, which entered the Bibliothéque 
Nationale from Solomon Reinach’s library.18 The manuscript is in Reinach’s 
own hand and is based on Johann Friedrich Diibner’s!®° summary of the Diary, 


183 Flase’s estate (as opposed to his papers) went to his niece, Frau Peucer, wife of a minister; cf. 
Hase, Unsre Hauschronik... (as in note 2 supra), 111. 

184 For these details, cf. A. R. Rhangabe, ‘“HuepoAdytov...” (as in note 2 supra), and S. B. Kougeas, 
““H ampoéAevois Tis Ud toU Hase TMapiciaxijs, ovAAoyiis tmotpiapyiKdv Kal povactnpiokdy éyypdoov,” 
“EAAnvix& 20 (1967), 12-17 (Kougeas, too, publishes some passages from the Diary). Rhangabe and 
Kougeas erroneously dated Hase’s journey to June-July 1840; however, Paris Suppl. Gr. 1363, p. 90 
shows unmistakably that Hase spent the evening of July 7 of that year in Paris; while pp. 79-80 of 
the Supplément, with entries from June-July 1837, are a summary of the text published by Rhangabe. 

185 Cf., e.g., Hase, Unsve Hauschronik... (as in note 2 supra), 111. 

186 Rassow, ‘‘Zur Erinnerung...’’ (as in note 2 supra), 146. 

18? Pitollet, ‘‘Le péve Hase...’’ (as in note 2 supra), 60. 

188 Description of the manuscript in Ch. Astruc and M.-L. Concasty, Le Supplément Grec, Tome ITI, 
nos 901-1371 (1960), 685. 

*8° Diibner (1802-1867) was another classical scholar and editor (e.g., of the Greek Anthology) of 
German origin established in Paris. However, he did not achieve success comparable to Hase’s. On 
him, cf., e.g., P.and V. Glachant, Papiers d’autrefois... (Paris, 1899), chapter ‘‘Frédéric Diibner, 
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the full text of which the latter clearly must have possessed, at least for a time. 
We know from elsewhere that Diibner kept some papers of Hase’s, which had 
been deposited with him by the members of Hase’s family. However, Diibner 
died after a short illness in 1867, and all the papers found in his possession, 
including those of Hase, were sold at that time. 

Supplément Grec 1363 was written (perhaps with further omissions) by 
Solomon Reinach in 1913; Reinach, who himself searched for the original Diary, 
left the following notes on pages 1-4 of the Supplément: 


p. 1 [Reinach’s hand]: 


Sur Hase 


Chantepie, bibliothécaire 4 l’Ecole normale, m’a dit autrefois qu’Adert, 
professeur 4 Genéve, possédait une copie des mémoires de Hase. Cette copie 
ne parut pas a la vente d’Adert et les renseignements que Cartier, conservateur 
des Musées de Genéve, essaya d’obtenir pour moi 4 ce sujet, se réduisirent a 
rien. Vers la fin de 1912, j’appris de Paul Mayer que feu Guardia, le grammairien 
avait possédé une autre copie. Confondant Guardia avec son collaborateur 
polonais, Wierzsewski [Wieruszewski?], je crus qu’il était conservateur du 
musée d’Alger. J’écrivis 4 Carcopino, successeur de Gsell a Alger; il apprit de 
Wierzewski [sic] que la fille de Guardia avait épousé Brunon, professeur a1’ Ecole 
de Pharmacie de Rouen. J’écrivis alors 4 Delatigny 4 Rouen, qui m’a dit qu’il 
était lié avec Brunon. Une recherche faite par le dernier fit retrouver la copie, 
que M. et Mme Brunon ont déposée chez moi le mercredi 5 février 1913, en 
m’autorisant 4 en faire usage comme bon me semblerait. Avec cette copie est 
une lettre de F. Hoefer, une notice sur Hase, et un trés mauvais essai de résumé 
des mémoires. 

La copie est faite d’un trait, sur papier bleu a entéte: MAISON D’EDUCATION 
DIRIGEE PAR M. L’ABBE A.J. DELBOS, VERSAILLES. M. Gaston Destrais (de Ver- 
sailles), le 12 février 1913, me fait savoir que l’abbé Alexis Joseph Delbos, né a 
Agen le 4 mars 1804, figure pour la 1ére fois au recensement de 1849 comme 
prétre et chef d’institution. I] avait 4 lui toute la maison, ou professaient deux 
prétres, Lefeuvre Michaéli et Maillet Casimir. Le reste de la maison logeait 7 
internes et deux domestiques. En 1851 il figure comme parti et l’on perd sa 
trace a Versailles. 

D’aprés Froehner (11 mars 1913) la copie serait de Diibner et proviendrait 
de la bibliothéque Adert de Genéve. L’original serait resté dans la famille de 
Hase & Weimar ou aux environs. Diibner avait communiqué a Froehner la 
phrase qui le concerne; c’est cette phrase que je lui ai envoyée 4 mon tour et 
qui m’a valu sa réponse. [by another hand: voir 5 nov. 1845] 


d’aprés sa correspondance inédite,” 195-264. Diibner and Hase worked together on the New Stephanus; 
however, their relationship was not without strain: Diibner, disappointed by his more illustrious col- 
league, who refused to intervene with the minister on behalf of Diibner’s efforts to reform the teaching 
of Greek in French secondary schools, spoke of ‘‘le méprisable Hasius,”’ ibtd., 222. 

190 Cf, E, Miller in Journal des savants (January 1875), 17. 
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[p. 2 of the manuscript contains Reinach’s excerpts on Hase from the ency- 
clopedias of Brockhaus and Larousse] 


p. 3 [Reinach’s hand]: 
Lettre a M. le docteur Guardia 
Brunoy le 20 juillet 1876 
Mon cher ami 
J'ai mille pardons a vous demander du retard que j’ai mis 4 vous rapporter 
le singulier Diavtum de Hase. J’avais entrepris, sur votre invitation, d’en faire 
quelques extraits, mais j’y ai renoncé aprés m’étre apercu que, elimination 
faite des détails personnels les plus scabreux, le tout se réduisait 4 peu prés 
a zéro. Ce sera néanmoins un document caractéristique du personnage, et comme 
tel il pourrait avoir de l’intérét. 
Tout a vous, 
F. Hoefer 
P.S. Les notes ci jointes, trés rapidement crayonnées témoignent du travail 
d’élimination que j’avais commencé. 
(Ces notes <sont> sans valeur et prouvent que Hoefer ne savait bien ni 
l’allemand ni le grec.) 


[p. 4 of the manuscript contains Reinach’s note on Hortense de Beauharnais; 
then, among others, the following]: “J’ai rendu le Ms. original 4 Brunon en 
l’avertissant qu’il était sans valeur et devrait aller 4 l’enfer 4 la Nationale... .” 


In spite of Meyer’s information, it seems that there was only one copy of the 
summary made by Diibner, the copy which passed from Adert to Guardia, 
then to his daughter Mme Brunon, and thence to Reinach. Several passages of 
the copy which was given to Reinach unmistakably show that it is a summary, 
and that Dibner had been the epitomator; Reinach himself (or another reader) 
noted this on several occasions. Thus on page 28, after the entry for September 
8, 1827, we find: “‘preuve évidente que le ms. est un résumé.” On page 131, the 
entry for November 5, 1845 runs as follows: ‘‘‘O AvBvep, S1ciAeydpevos trepi Kaoddou 
‘Ioavvou Hofmann tov uBpiotixot (den ich véllig vergessen habe).’’ In the margin, 
Reinach [?] remarked in pencil: ‘‘signature.’’!! The few pages published by 
Rhangabe are the only rendering of the full text of the Diary known today; 
this can be demonstrated by comparing them with the corresponding passages 
of the summary in Supplément Grec 1363.19 

In sum, although the chances of rediscovering the full text of Hase’s Diary 
are remote, the scholar is offered a few clues for reasonable action: he should 
search among the papers of Brunet de Presle, consult the Goethe- und Schiller- 
Archiv in Weimar which preserves materials willed by Hase to the Weimar 


1 Cf. also Paris Suppl. Gr. 1363, p. 113 (entry for August 12, 1842): "ESpauov trpds tov &ytov [pro- 
bably an equivalent of sacré] Aufvep, © xpi S1adéEaxo Sar (read: SiadkeEaoSar J... (Dies [?] keine Er- 
innerung.) In the margin Reinach’s (?) remark in pencil: ‘‘c’est donc Diibner qui résume.”’ 

#2 Compare Rhangabe, ‘“HuepoAdyiov...’’ (as in note 2 supra) 83 with Paris Suppl. Gr. 1363, p. 80. 
Both have the following entry for July 13: yaipe 8 éyc Sti & Tis ‘EAAGSOs d&vagpépe avtov tov ypucotv 
otaupov [a decoration from the king of Greece], &veu tévou Tivés. 
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Gymnasium,!8 explore the Library of Jena University, try to discover the fate 
of Diibner’s papers, and pursue the story of Hase’s niece Frau Peucer and of 
the archives of the Hase family. 

The remaining clues are contained in Reinach’s own story on pagel of 
Supplément Grec 1363: by 1913, the original full text of the Diary was believed 
to have remained with Hase’s family in Weimar or thereabouts. As for Diibner’s 
copy, it was given back to Brunon in 1913, and, if it has survived, it is in the pos- 
session of his heirs, for Brunon seems not to have followed Reinach’s suggestion 
and entrusted the Diary to the Enfer [locked section of pornographica] of the 
Bibliothéque Nationale; it is not there at present.’ 


193 However, my inquiry to the Nationale Forschungs- und Gedenkstdtten der klasstschen deutschen 
Literatur in Weimar elicited the reply that the Goethe- und Schiller-Archiv was in possession only of 
letters addressed to Hase between 1821 und 1864. The authorities of the Archive were not able to 
ascertain the whereabouts of Hase’s other papers (letter of November 26, 1970). 

194 Several pieces used in Hase, Unsve Hauschronik... (asin note 2 supra), were kept in this archive. 
Cf., e.g., note 1 to p. 77 (on p. 325). 

195 T owe this information to Mlle M.-L. Concasty (letter of April 5, 1971). She also inquired about 
the Diibner copy at the Bibliothéque Municipale of Rouen (where Brunon lived) with no success. 
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Map of the Crimea from Maria Guthrie, A Tour...Through the Taurida... (1802), detail 


